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indulge the hope that by bringing this measure to the eaz:ly 
attention of the Senate the agriculturally minded Mem
bers might give it immediate and intensive study. 

I recognize the difficulty of sell.ing a new idea; but, as I 
View the situation, some new remedy must be applied. I 
nurse no pride of opinion. I am not jealous about author
ship. If some Senator will rewrite and improve the bill, I 
shall gladly get behind him. I am interested in action to 
aid the farmers. I am deeply concerned with the results. 
I should be happy to be a humble follower, if some Senator 
with experience and prestige and influence would take the 
lead in a drive to secure remedial legislation which will 
increase the price of farm commodities. I do not insist 
that such an effort shall be in support of the plan I have 
offered. I am willing, ready, and anxious to give my sup
port to any plan which I am encouraged to believe will be 
helpful in increasing the prices of farm products. I am 
willing to experiment with drastic and heroic treatment 
on an expiring patient. My plan looks to a permanent 
remedy, on principles long recognized and practiced by 
industry. On some commodities, controlling the supply 
may aid, or may dispense with, the use of the allotment 
plan. 
· Controlling the surplus will operate with all commodities, 

at all times, to the advantage of the producers, and that is 
true whether the commodity may be fully consumed in 
domestic markets or must find foreign markets for an excess 
over home consumption. 

I appreciate the attention Senators have given me while I 
have been discussing the question. I want to invite atten
tion, however, to the fact that there is absolutely a minimum 
of Federal machinery involved. It is proposed to use the 
agencies of government which now exist. There is little 
additional cost, nothing but the allocation or allotment of 
quantities and the issuance of the licenses. I have heard of 
no plan presented which has less Federal machinery involved 
in it. When that is done, then the whole problem is re
mitted to a settlement upon the basis of the economic law 
of supply and demand. 

CONSIDERATION OF THE CALENDAR 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, earlier in the day I had in
tended to propose a unanimous-consent agreement to take 
up the calendar, but in view of the lateness of the hour I 
shall wait until to-morrow, giving notice now, however, that 
during the morning hour to-morrow I shall ask that the 
calendar of unobjected bills may be considered. I now move 
that the Senate adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 2 o'clock and 15 min
utes p.m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Thursday, 
December 8, 1932. at 12 o'clock meridian. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 7, 1932 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., 

offered the following prayer: 
"God is love." We thank Thee that the sovereign antidote 

to the stings of life is the magic of Thy love and the envelop
ing sympathy of the Savior of men. By many silent tokens, 
0 Father, make strong our hearts to accept the stern ideals 
of duty. We would yield allegiance to one throne and one 
scepter, and by this loyalty may we cherish the hope that all 
men's good may become each man's care. By the passion 
of our patriotism and devotion to the public service may 
every barrier to our Nation's progress be broken down. 
Lift aloft, blessed Lord, the standards of brotherhood, pri
vate virtue, civic righteousness, ·and bless our entire land 
with the excellence of good will and peace. In the adorable 
name of the Christ whom we worship. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Mr. Craven, its principal 
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed the following 
resolutions: 

Senate Resolution 288 
Resolved, That the Senate has heard with profound sorrow the 

announcement of the death of Bon. HENRY ST. GEORID!: TucKER, late 
a Representative from the State of Virginia. 

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate these resolutions to 
the House .of Representatives and tra.nsm.1.t a copy thereof to the 
!amily of the deceased. 

Resolved, That, as a further mark of respect to the memory of 
the deceased Representative, the Senate do now adjourn. 

Senate Resolution 289 
Resolved, That the Senate has heard with profound sorrow the 

announcement of the death of Hon. CHARLES A. KARcx. late a 
Representative from the state af rlunois. 

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate these resolutions to 
the House of Representatives and transmit a copy thereof to the 

· family of the deceased. · 
Resolved, That, as a further mark of respect to the memory of 

the deceased Representative. the Senate do now adjourn. . 
Senate Resolution 290 

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with profound sorrow the 
. announcement of the death of Han. J. CHARLES LINTmCUM, late a 
Representative from the State of Maryland. 

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate these resolutions to 
the House of Representatives and transmit a copy thereof to the 
faDLUy of the deceased. 

Resolved, That as a further mark of respect to the memory of 
the deceased Representative, the Senate do now adjourn. 

Senate Resolution 291 
Resolved, That the Senate has heard with profound sorrow the 

announcement of the death of Hon. JAMES C. McLAUGHLIN, late 
a Representative from the State of Michigan. 

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate these resolutions to 
the House of Representatives and transmit a. copy thereof to the 
family of the deceased. 

Resolved, That as a further mark of respect to the memory of 
the deceased Representative the Senate do now adjourn. 

The message also announced that the Vice President had 
appointed Mr. SMOOT and Mr. HARRISON members of the 
joint select committee on the part of the Senate, as Pl'O
vided for in the act of February 16, 1889, as amended by the 
act of March 2, 1895, entitled " An act to authorize and pro
vide for the disposition of useless papers in the executive 
departments," for the disposition of useless papers · in the 
Treas:ury Department. 

THE PRESIDENT AND THE BUDGET 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I move the House do now 
adjourn. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will recognize the gentleman 
from Texas to ask unanimous consent to address the House 
for two minutes, if he desires to. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to address the House. for two minutes. [Laughter and 
applause.] 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

. There was no objection. 
Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, while we are waiting for 

the President's message on the Budget for 1934, it is amus
ing to note that until three months before the President is 
to leave the White House every Budget he has heretofore 
sent this Congress has asked us to appropriate for his 
departments of Government over four billions of dollars a 
year. 

I have heard it said that a man in high public life absorbs 
things as the years roll by. It is a pity that earlier in his 
administration the President might not have absorbed the 
idea so prevalent in the breast of every American-that the 
expenses of the Government must be cut down. I under
stand that now, within three months before he is to retire to 
private life, for the first time in his administrative history, 
he is to recommend to the Congress that we cut down 
expenses about $800,000,000. 

I want to ask the President why on God's earth has he not 
done it heretofore? Why did he not do it for the fiscal year 
1933? 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. BLANTON. Certainly. Why did be not do it? 
Mr. UNDERHILL. When? 
[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 

proceed for two additional minutes. 
Mr. CLARKE of New York. Make it three. I want to 

know if the gentleman knows the address of the President. 
Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask for three minutes so 

I may answer questions. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Texas? 
Mr. UNDERHILL. The election is over. I object. 
Mr. BLANTON. The majority leader will give me some 

time when we go into the Committee of the Whole. Then 
I will answer the gentleman's questions, because I know 
they need answering. [Applause.] 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the President of the United 
States was communicated to the House by Mr. Latta, one of 
his secretaries. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT-THE BUDGET 

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following mes
sage from the President of the United States, which was 
read. 

[For message see Senate proceedings of to-day .l 
Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the President's 

message be referred to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 

itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union to consider the President's message. 

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 
Mr. RAINEY. Yes. 
Mr. SNELL. How does the gentleman propose to handle 

the time on this matter? 
Mr. RAINEY. That the gentleman from New York [Mr. 

SNELL l handle half the time, and I the other half. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois moves 

that the House resolve itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration 
of the President's message; and pending that, asks unani
mous consent that the time be equally divided and con
trolled by himself and the gentleman from New York, Mr. 
SNELL. 

Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee 

of the Whole House on the state of the Uni-on, with Mr. 
HANcocK of North Carolina in the chair. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TREADWAY]. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, as no member of the 
Debt Funding Comm.ission is now a Member of the House, 
and as there is very great interest in the subject matter of 
the relations between this country and our former allies rela
tive to the amounts due the United States on December 15, 
I am taking it upon myself to lay before the House a brief 
statement of the situation as I view it at the present time. 

I believe that all legislation relative to the indebtedness of 
foreign countries originated in the Ways and Means Commit
tee; and as my service on that committee has covered the 
entire period of such legislation, it may not be unbecoming 
of me to submit such a statement as I desire to make and 
at the same time tg offer some comments on the general 
subject. 

The usual method of communication between governments 
is through diplomatic channels. It is therefore incumbent 
upon the President to make his announcements through the 
State Department and for foreign countries to make their 
answers through their ambassadors and ministers · to the 
State Department. 

The present situation is somewhat different from ordinary 
diplomatic negotiations. The President, under treaty au-

thority and under laws passed by Congress, has certain very 
broad powers in dealing with foreign nations. It so happens, 
however, that in this case that power does not lie with the 
President. In the matter of debt settlements Congress has 
been the branch of the Government to actually make all 
debt commitments. We, therefore, find in the debt agree
ments very positive statements and figures of what this coun
try expected from its former allies. In order to be extremely 
lenient with them, the agreements ranged over a period of 
62 years. There has never been any intention on the part 
of Congress, other than the moratorium of last year, that 
there should be any change or modification of these agree
ments. No matter what the individual · viewpoint of the 
President might be, and no matter who the President of the 
United States might be at any particular time, Congress is 
the source of all authority in dealing with this subject. 

Again I say, irrespective of the platitudes and appeals that 
have come from foreign countries, I know I voice the senti
ment of my colleagues when I repeat that there is no pos
SI."ble way in which a change can be made in the present 
commitments applicable to December 15. For one I feel that 
our foreign friends should not even ask that there be consid
eration or conversations upon the subject. In due time, 
following the change of administration and a change in the 
personnel of Congress, if the next President and his admin
istration advisers consider that, in the interest of the comity 
of nations, a change would be justified, it will then be ample 
time for the countries concerned to approach the question. 

Congress took away the power to deal with this matter 
through diplomatic channels and passed definite legislation 
thereon. It can not be and will not be changed at the 
behest of other countries without fair opportunity for the 
American people to know of the conditions in those countries 
which result in such requests being submitted to the Congress 
of the United States. 

Previous to the act approved February 9, 1922, entitled 
"An act to create a commission authorized under certain 
conditions to refund or convert obligations of foreign gov
ernments held by the United States of America, and for 
other purposes," there had been a very indefinite arrange
ment about the moneys loaned during the war and there
after to the allied nations. I recall the testimony of the 
then Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. McAdoo, before the 
Ways and Means Committee wherein he informed us that 
the only recognition of the indebtedness was in the form of 
I 0 U's from the various ambassadors and ministers to 
whom loans had been made in behalf of their ·respective 
governments. Secretary McAdoo said that this was the best 
possible form of security in that it was an obligation of 
honor. Further, these informal recognitions of indebtedness 
were payable on demand, which, of course, could not be 
effective in view of the enormous amounts which finally 
became involved. Neither were they such formal evidences 
of indebtedness as would be suitable for a long-time record. 
Therefore, the only course open w~ to formally meet with 
representatives of the various governments and arrange the 
details of payments. In this way the act of February 9, 
1922, took form and became law. 

Originally the Debt Funding Commission consisted of 5 
members. Later this number was increased by act of Con
gress to 8, composing 3 members of the Cabinet, 1 United · 
States Senator, 2 Members of the House of Representatives, 
and 2 other appointees. 

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield? • 

Mr. TREADWAY. I will yield for a brief question. 
Mr. CLARKE of New York. Has the gentleman a state

ment showing the total amount of the obligations or the 
I 0 U's that McAdoo and President Wilson assumed or 
took? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I have not that figure before me, but 
I think it is obtainable from the final report made by the 
Debt Funding Commission. I think it is part of their rec
ords, but I would not be positive of it. 

Mr. CLARKE of New York. I wish the gentleman would 
put that information in the REcoG. 
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· Mr. TREADWAY. If it Is obtainable I shall be very glad 
to insert· it. 

In answer to the above inquiry, I find that on January 31, 
1927, the secretary of the Debt Funding Commission, Mr. 
Garrard B. Winston, in a letter addressed to the members 
of the commission, made the following statement: 

The World War Foreign Debt Commission, created by the act of 
February 9, 1922, as amended, has practically completed the work 
intrusted to it by Congress. The life of the commission expires 
February 9, 1927, and it seems unnecessary to ask for an extension. 

At the time of the creation of the commission there were obli
gations of foreign governments held in the Treasury totaling in 
principal amount approximately $10,102,000,000. Agreements have 
been concluded providing for the funding of these obligations in 
principal amount of $9,811,094,094.03, or over 97 per cent of such 
obligations held when the commission started to function. Add
ing to this last-mentioned sum the accrued and unpaid interest 
up to date of funding in each case, amounting to $1,711,259,-
905.97, makes the total funded debt stand at $11,522,354,000. 

I think this furnishes the information desired by the gen
tleman from New York. 

The first official action in the House on debt funding was 
in the nature of a report by the Ways and Means Com
mittee, later enacted by Congress and approved February 28, 
1923, providing the amount to be paid by Great Britain and 
the method of making such payment. The amount was 
fixed at $4,600,000,000. The offer was duly submitted by 
Ambassador Geddes and was accepted by the chairman of 
the World War Debt Commission, Mr. Mellon, being ap
proved by President Harding under date of June 19, 1923. 

The underlying principle adopted by the Debt Commission 
was well expressed in a statement furnished the Ways and 
Means Committee by Secretary Mellon on January 24, 1926. 

This, I think, is really the basis on which all our agree .. 
ments with the foreign nations were reached. I am quoting 
from his statement: 

The situation o! each debtor nation is particular-that is, its 
capacity to pay is not the same as the capacity of some other 
nation. It has been felt by the Debt Commission, however, that 
repayment of principal is essential in order that the debtor might 
feel that it had paid its debt in full and that we might know 
that we had our capital returned to us. The commission felt, 
therefore, that no funding should be made which did not repay 
the principal, and thus we have maintained the integrity o! inter
national obligations. Adjustment to the capacity of each case is 
made in the interest to be paid over the period of the agreement. 

This, Mr. Chairman, is the exact situation as regards the 
debt settlements. In other words, the commission took the 
position that any concessions that we might make involved 
interest rather than principal, in order that each country 
could feel that it was meeting its principal obligation, and 
that we, to whom the payments were made, were receivipg 
back the principal which we had lent the various countries. 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TREADWAY. FQr a brief question. · 
Mr. STRONG of Kansas. Can we not get the interest so 

low that the difference between what we receive and what 
we pay to our own people would eventually " eat up the 
principal "? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Well, I doubt if it would" eat up the 
principal." Of course, we may have been borrowing money 
at a much higher rate than, perhaps, we were receiving 
from our allies, but that would be a matter of mathematical 
calculation which I can not enter into at this time; but I 
do not think it would" eat up the principal" 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. I do not want that to happen. 
Mr. TREADWAY. Nobody does. I agree with the gentle

man on that point. 
It was on the capacity-to-pay basis that a very much 

more liberal settlement was made by Great Britain than by 
the other nations concerned. 

Mr. RICH. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TREADWAY. Briefly. 
Mr. RICH. Did the gentleman make the statement that 

Great Britain was receiving the most liberal settlement? 
Mr. TREADWAY. No; on the contrary, that Great Brit

ain's settlement is more favorable for this country than the 
settlement of the other allied nations. I think the gentle-

man misunderstood what I said, because It is wen known 
that the settlement with Great Britain is very much more to 
our advantage than the settlements with the other coun
tries. Her represenatives, as well as the Debt Commission, 
felt at the time that Great Britain's finances were in better 
condition and the probability of their continuance was bet
ter than those of other allies. 

During this entire period of 10 years I have invariably 
stated that I believed the settlements arrived at by the Debt 
Commission were both fair and generous to the various 
nations. As above stated, the formula adopted was capac
ity to pay. This was uniformly applied; and, therefore, the 
countries directly affected, agreeing through their represent
atives on their ability to pay, certainly can have no com
plaint about the insistence of the United States that their 
obligations to this country should be honorably lived up to. 

During the life of the Debt Funding Commission reports 
were periodically made to Congress through the committees 
of either branch. When the Italian settlement was before 
the Senate, Senator SMooT, chairman of the Finance Com
mittee and a member of the Debt Commission, used this very 
significant language: 

The Italian settlement ls an excellent example o! the applica
tion of the principle of" capacity to pay." If the commission had 
not adopted this sound business principle in the adjustment o! 
our foreign debts, no settlement of the Italian debt would have 
been possible and this country would not receive from Italy one 
cent in interest or principal on the sums loaned. 

We, therefore, see ample reason for the difference in basis 
of settlement between various countries, using in the present 
instance as an example the settlement made with Great 
Britain as compared with that made with Italy. 

In some-instances Members of Congress felt that the coun
tries were making a better bargain than they were entitled 
to, but it was up to us to be just, fair, and even generous 
toward our allies. · 

I realize that over this period of years there has been a 
group of citizens in this country who conscientiously believe 
that the debts should be canceled. I never have had the 
slightest sympathy with this viewPoint. 

Another group has felt that trade conditions should be 
established whereby goods of foreign manufacture should be 
brought into this country in competition with our home 
products in order that the foreign countries could secure 
through us money with which they could actually pay us 
back. In the vernacular of the street, this would be the 
same as taking money out of one pocket and putting it into 
another. I have never had any sympathy with this position, 
particularly in view of the fact that I am a thorough 
believer in the merits of a protective-tariff system. 

Therefore, I, for one, am ready to stand by the settle
ments as made by the Debt Funding Commission. The 
only modification of this was the moratorium adopted by 
Congress last year on the advice of the President. It was 
expressly stated by the President and repeated many times 
on the floor of the House that this moratorium did not carry 
with it any cancellation or a repetition of the same arrange
ment at a future time. Any effort to use the moratorium as 
a future precedent was denied. 

It is quite apparent from the foreign comments which we 
hear, that the nations considered our willingness to set up 
the moratorium as an indication that when the moratorium 
expired it would then be comparatively easy for them to 
secure favorable consideration of requests for further delays. 
That was an erroneous conception. So far as I know, public 
sentiment in this country favored limiting the moratorium 
to one year, and Congress specified the conditions under 
which the payments delayed by the moratorium were to be 
made up. 

It is understood that notes have been received by the 
State Department from nearly all the nations concerned 
suggesting conversations relative to the December 15 pay
ments. Sufficient is known of the White House conference 
of November 23 to say that Members of Congress attending 
that conference are unwilling to authorize such conversa-
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tions with these foreign countries. Up to the present time 
none of these notes has been referred to the Congress offer
ing arguments as to the inability of the governments affected 
to meet the payments due next week. . 

Of course, it is recognized that financial conditions 
throughout the world are different to-day than they were 
when these agreements were entered into 10 years ago. 
Nevertheless, conditions in this country are likewise differ
ent, and we as a nation are no better able to bear the 
burden which would be laid upon us by the cancellation of 
these debts than are these foreign countries to bear the 
burden of their payment. 

In his statement of November 23 last, President Hoover 
said: 

The world-wide crisis has at least temporarily increased the 
weight of all debts throughout the world. Tremendous disparity 
in price levels, contraction in markets, depreciation in currency, 
stagnation of trade and industry-are all part of this world-wide 
depression which is not only increasing the weight of these debts 
and has made their payment more difiicult to some nations but 
has thrust them as well into the problem of world recovery and 
its effect upon our own farmers, workers, and business. These are 
realities. We can not blind ourselves to their existence. They are 
vital factors in the problem now before us for consideration. 

At the same time, it must be emphatically recalled that the 
aftermath of the Great War and these incidents of the depression 
have also fallen with great weight on the American people, and 
the effect upon them directly as taxpayers of any modification 
with respect to the debts due this country must not be disre
garded. Other nations have their budgetary problems. So have 
we. Other people are heavily burdened with taxes. So are our 
people. 

Further on he said: 
As to the suspension of installments due on December 15, no 

facts have been presented by the debtor governments which would 
justify such postponement under the principles heretofore laid 
down by this country. At the Lausanne conference, which bas 
been referred to as a precedent for the suspension of payments 
during those conferences, that postponement was the natural re
sult of the facts which had been elaborately presented during 
many months of previous inquiry. 

We face December 15 with much interest. It certainly 
is to be hoped that all the nations will meet their obligations 
on that date. The largest item owed is something over 
·$90,000,000 from Great Britain. The total due from all 
nations, including interest and principal, is about $125,-
000,000. While we have no definite knowledge of financial 
conditions in foreign countries, and while this amount seems 
like a _lot of money, when it comes to dealing in big figures, 
as nat1ons must do, it does not strike us as being an excessive 
amount for the countries to pay as agreed. 

With all due respect to our associate nations, it is fair to 
say to them from this floor-and I think I will be supported 
by my colleagues here-that we are not in sympathy with 
them in the manner in which we are informed they are 
expending their revenues. The object of the United States 
since the Conference on the Limitation of Armaments, 
where Secretary of State Hughes laid down explicitly the 
position of the United States toward naval construction and 
.which the conference practically agreed upon, has been to
ward reduction of expenditures for preparedness for war, 
both on land and on sea, based upon the good will between 
nations, which it is recognized can not exist where suspicion 
of each other is shown by continued preparation for war. 

Let me say to our former associates, if I may, that the 
people of this country will never show the slightest sym
pathy towru.·d any change in the debt settlements, as long 
as the statement remains true which was recently made by 
f?Pecial Ambassador Norman Davis. In an address he said: 

The only legitimate and useful purpose for which a nation 
should maintain armaments is for self-defense. The expenditures 
for armaments are greater to-day than they were before the war. 
We are not going to pull very far out of this depression unless 
we reduce armaments and make a genuine success of this con
ference. 

· While it is undoubtedly true that a majority of citizens 
in other countries approve this preparedness program, we 
do find adverse comments in the foreign press. Let me 
quote a recent item from the London News Chronicle, which 
was reprinted in Time; 

LXXVI--8 

With what face can we demand that America shall release us 
from the burden of our war debts, if we refuse to release our
selves from the burden of our preparations for war? 

This is a statement from a London paper. 
Now, in connection with Special Ambassador Davis's state

ment, which I have just quoted, that the preparations for 
war are greater to-day than they were previous to the 
World War, I want at this time to call attention to some 
figures that have been compiled for me. 

France expended, the year previous to the war, 
$346,400,000, Italy $150,100,000, and Great Britain $375,-
700,000. 

The expenditures for war by Great Britain for the year 
ending March 1, 1931, were $537,900,000, by France $562,-
700,000, and by Italy (for the year 1930) $259,300,000; very 
much in excess of the pre-war figures that I just read. 

During the fiscal year 1931-32 Great Britain expended 
$522,100,000, France expended $438,500,000, and Italy $284,-
200,000. 

There is a further impression in this country, particularly 
in relation to the settlement with France, that it is not a 
question of inability to pay, so far as finances are concerned, 
but a question of political expediency with the party in 
power. We are informed that the French Chamber of 
Deputies will not vote to authorize the payments. That is 
a matter of their own honor and not one in which we are 
involved or one wherein we should become the sufferers. An 
honorable agreement was entered into between the repre
sentatives of France and the Debt Funding Commission, on 
which the French Government passed at that time. It is 
not for us to advise a foreign nation as to its methods of 
procedure, but it is not out of place for us to call attention 
to honorable commitments which any future Government 
must accept as obligations. 

I, for one, therefore feel that, as the honor of the countries 
involved is at stake, December 15, will find the payments 
made in accordance with the agreements entered into. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to insert as part 
of my remarks two tables. One is a table prepared by the 
Treasury Department, giving an estimate of the expected 
receipts from foreign governments for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1933. It will be noted this table includes the items 
of principal and interest due December 15, 1932, and June 
15, 1933. It will be seen that the total principal due De
cember 15 is $33,729,041 and the total interest $92,067,856, 
making the total payments due on that date, namely, De
cember 15 next, $125,796,897. 

The other table is prepared by the Treasury Department, 
showing the principal of funded and unfunded indebtedness 
of foreign governments to the United States, the accrued 
and unpaid interest thereon, and payments on account of 
principal and interest as of November 15, 1932. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts 
asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the 
manner indicated. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the right to ob
ject merely to ask a question. Of course, I shall not object, 
but I would like to ask the gentleman a question. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Very well. 
Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman, or' course, is a spokesman 

for his party and for his ad.ministration--
Mr. TREADWAY. No; for myself only. 
Mr. BLANTON. Is the gentleman prepared to tell us just 

what plan the President had with respect to granting an
other moratorium if the people of the country had not 
stopped him? 

Mr. TREADWAY. If the gentleman will first let me get 
consent to include the tables, then I shall be pleased to 
answer his question. 

Mr. BLANTON. Certainly. I hope the gentleman will 
answer that question. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
The matter referred to follows: 
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Em mate of fureiUJ& reuiptt for the .ti&cal recr 19-'3 

Principal Interest 

Country Total Total Total 
receipts 

Dec. 15, 1932 June 15, 1933 Dec. 15, 1932 June 15, 1933 

$287,556 -------------- -------------- -------------- $287,556 
4, 200,000 $2, 125, ()()() $2,125,000 $4,250, ()()() 8,450, ()()() 
3,000, ()()() -------------- -------------- -------------- 3,000, 000 

111, ()()() 245, 370 284,322 529,692 640, 692 
58,000 128, 235 148,592 276,827 334, 827 

21,477,135 19, 261,432 19,261,433 38,522,865 60,000, 000 
30,000,000 65,550,000 75,950,000 141, 500, 000 171, 500, 000 

260,000 -------------- -------------- -------------· 260,000 
458,000 217,920 213,380 431,300- 889,300 
12, 285 28,444 28, 260 56,704 68,989 

12,300,000 1, 245,437 1, 245,438 2,490,875 14,790,875 
46,200 102,652 118,961 221,613 267, 813 
39, 705 92,386 92,386 184,772 224.477 

1, 3.57, 000 3,070, 980 3, 559,062 6,630,042 7, 987,042 
1,000, 000 -------------- -------------- -------------- 1,000,000 

275,000 -------------- -------------- -------------- 275,000 

TotaL.--------------------------------------------------------- · 33, 729, 041 41. 152,840 74,881,881 92,067,856 103, 026, 834 195, 094, 690 269, 976, 571 

Sept. 30, 1932 Mar. 31, 1933 

Germany: &ichsmarks ReicMmarks Reichsmarks 
25,300,000 
40,800,000 

Army costs. ___ ---------------------------------------------------
Mixed claims. __ ----------------------------------------------- __ _ 

12, 650, 000 12, 650, ()()() 
20, 400, 000 20, 400, 000 

Total. __ -------------------------------------------------------- 33, 050, 000 33, 050,000 66, 100,000 --------------1-------------- -------------- -------------· 
Principal of the funded and unfunded indebtedness of foreign gooernment8 to the United Sf{ftes, the accrued and unpaid interest therwn, and pauments on account of principal 

and interest, as of November 15, 19St 

Funded indebtedness Unfunded indebtedness t 

Total indebted-

Country ness {payments Total pay- Indebtedness Payments on account Indebtedness Payments on account 
on principal ments received 
deducted) l-------;c-----l----.------1------:------li------;-----

Principal (net) Accrued in
terest Principal Interest Principal 

(net) 
Accrued in

terest Principal Interest 

f~~i!!~~~===== $~: ~g: ~~: ~ -----i862;668:oo ----ii3;"752;2i7:oo =============== ---i862.-668:oo ================ ~~~::~:::~~~~= -~~:~~:~~~~ ============== ============== 
Belgium_______ 404,430,000. 00 52, 191,273.24 400,680,000. oo $3,750,000.00 17, 100,000.00 $14,490,000.00 -------------- -------------- $2,057,630.37$18,543,642.87 
Cuba __________ -- --------------- 12, 286,751.58------------------ --------------- -------------- ---------------- -------------- -------------- 10,000,000.00 2, 286,751. 5S 
Czechoslovakia 2 167,071,023.07 18,304, 178.09 167,071,023.07 --------------- 18,000,000.00---------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- 304,178.09 
Estonia________ 16,958,373.06 1, 248,432.07 16,466, 012. 87 492,360. 19 -------------- 1, 246,990. 19 -------------- -------------- -------------- 1, 441.88 
Finland_______ 8, 861,295. oo

1 

2, 954,685. 27 8, 60~. 000.00 257,295.00 396,000.00 2, 2i9, 370.00 -------------- -------------- -------------- 309,315. 'l1 
France. _______ 3, 902,286,500.00 486,075,891.00 3, 863,650,000.00 38,636,500.00 161,350,000.00 38,650, 000.00 -------------- -------------- 64,689,588. 18 221,386, 302.82 
Great Britain __ 4, 529, 520,000. . 001,911,798,298. 67 4, 398,000,000.00 131, 520,000.00 202,000,000.00 1, H9, 720,000.00 -------------- --------------202,181,64. 1. 56

1

307,896,657. 11 
Greece_________ 32, 183, 000.00 3, 091,936. 01 31,516,000.00 667,000.00 981,000.00 94.8, 860.00 -------------- -------------- 2, 922.67 1, 159, 153.34 
Hungary______ 1, 965, 632.75 468, 4.66. 32 1, 908, 560.00 57,072.75 73, 995. 50 393,717. 78 -------------- -------------- -------------- 753.04 
Italy---------- 2, 007,406,125.00 97,584,421.90 2, 004,900,000.00 2, 506,125.00 37,100,000.00 2, 521,250.00 -------------- -------------- 364,319.28 57,598, 852.62 
Latvia_________ 7, 094,654. 16 634, 166.79 6,888, 664.20 205,989.96 -------------- 503,337.84 -------------- -------------- -------------- 130,828.95 
Liberia ________ ----------------- 36,471. 55------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 26,000.00 10,471.55 
Lithuania..... '6, 383,612.46 1, 128,580. 2'2 6, 197, 682.00 185,930.46 234,783.00 892,250.25 -------------- -------------- -------------- 1, 546.97 
Nicaragua_____ 355,627.99 168,783.13 ------------------ ----------------------------- ---------------- 290,627.99 65,000.00 141, 221.15 27,561.98 
Poland_------- 212,218,835.00 22,646, 297.55 206,057,000.00 6, 161, 835.00 1, 287, 297.37 19,310, 775.90 ------ -------- -------------- -------------- 2, 048,224.28 
Rumania______ 2 63,860, 560.43 4, 761,945. 76 63,860,560.43 --------------- 2, 700,000.00 ---------------- -------------- -------------- 1, 798,632.02 263,313.74 
Russia_________ 327, 583,071. 37 • 8, 748, 878. 87 ------------------ --------------- -------------- ---------------- 192, 601, 297. 37 134, 981, 174. 00 -------------- 8, 748, 878. 87 
Yugoslavia.___ 61, 625, 000. 00 2, 588, 771. 69 61, 625, 000. 00 --------------- 1, 225,000. 00 ---------------- ______ -------- -------------- 727, 712. 55 636, 059.14 

TotaL .. ll, 793, 172,630. 78;2, 627,580,897.72 6 11,261,176,719.57 G 184,440,108.36 443,310,743.87 1, 230,926, 551. 96 204,851,842. 85!142, 703,960.00
1
281,989,667.78 671,353,934.11 

1 Payments of governments which have funded were made prior to the dates of the funding agreements. 
s Difference between principal of funded debt and amount here stated represents deferred payments provided for in the funding agreements, for which gold bonds of 

the respective debtor governments have been or will be delivered to the Treasury. 
J Increase over amount funded due to exercise of options to pay one-half of interest due on original issue of bonds in bonds of debtor governments. 
• Represents proceeds of liquidation of financial afiairs of Russian Government in this country. (Copies or letter dated May 23, 1922, from the Secretary of State and reply 

()f the Secretary of the Treasury dated June 2, 1922, in regard to loans to the Russian Government and liquidation of afiairs of the latter in this country, appear in the annual 
report of the Secretary or the Treasury for the fiscal year 1922, as Exhibit 79, p. 283, and in the combined annual reports of the World War Foreign Debt Commission, Ex· 
hibit 2, p. 84.) 

6 Includes principal amounts postponed under provisions of joint resolution of Dec. 23, 1931, and $130,000 due from Greece on July 1, 1932, and postponed under provisions 
of debt agreement, and $227,000 due from Greece on Nov. 10, 1932, which is in default. 

• Includes accrued interest postponed under provisions of joint resolution of Dec. 23, 1931, and $217,920 due from Greece on Nov. 10, 1932, which is in default. 

Mr. FREAR. Will the gentleman allow me to propound a 
question? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Before I answer the gentleman from 
Texas? Very good. 

Mr. FREAR. This is in line with the excellent presenta
tion that the gentleman from Massachusetts has made. Has 
the gentleman found anything in the record which author
izes the statement made by foreign diplomats that they are 
to depend upon reparations from Germany? 

That is something that is very important in connection 
with the gentleman's statement. 

Mr. TREADWAY. It is very important and I shall be 
pleased to answer it. 

Let me now ask the gentleman from Texas to repeat his 
question. 

Mr. BLANTON. My question is this: The gentleman from 
Massachusetts has been on the Ways and Means Committee 
back to the time to which the memory of man runneth not 
to the contrary, and is a distinguished spokesman for his 
party and for his administration. Is the gentleman prepared 
to tell us just what plan the President had in mind regard
ing the granting of an additional moratorium if the people 
of the country had not stopped him? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I appreciate the kind words of my 
friend from Texas, but I must take exception to his reference 
to the fact that I am a spokesman for either the ad
ministration or my party. I am speaking solely for 
myself. 

I have consulted no one in the preparation of the remarks 
I have just made other than to ask for these tables which 
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I shall insert. So this denies a part of the kind compliment 
the gentleman has extended to me. 

So far as the suggested continuance of the moratorium is 
concerned I am unaware that the President or the adminis
tration at any time has ever indicated the slightest intention 
of having a further moratorium. It has not been proposed 
so far as any communications I have ever had with the 
President are concerned. and I have attended several White 
House conferences with my colleagues on this subject. I was 
one of those invited to attend the conference on Novem
ber 23, and there was never the slightest indication on the 
part of the President or his advisers that there should be 
another moratorium or an extension of the present 
moratorium. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TREADWAY. I yield. 
Mr. BLANTON. I was wondering whether or not the gen

tleman was facetious when he said that at the last session of 
the Congress " we " granted a moratorium. That morato
rium was granted by the President of the United States in 
vacation and then he forced Congress to back him up. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Oh, I beg to differ with my friend 
from Texas; there was no forcing of Congress. The Presi
dent of the United States called into conference certain 
Members who would have occasion to participate in the dis
cussion of the subject matter irrespective of party. There 
were as many Democrats in the conference as there were 
Republicans. 

Mr. BLANTON. But they were without authority to bind 
the Congress. 

Mr. TREADWAY. The moratorium was made effective 
after Congress met. 

Mr. BLANTON. But it had been agreed upon in vacation 
by the President. 

Mr. TREADWAY. It could not be made effective without 
the authorization of Congress. 

Now, let me answer the gentleman from Wisconsin. As I 
recall, the gentleman from Wisconsin propounded the ques
tion whether or not at any time the representatives of this 
country accepted the theory that the debts were in any way 
dependent upon the reparations paid by Germany to the other 
allied nations. My answer to that is that I do not recall that 
in any of the various debates or speeches that took place in 
the House here, nor in the speeches of the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. Crisp], whom we are glad to know has been so 
well and deservedly rewarded, nor in the speeches of the late 
lamented Senator Burton, of Ohio-in none of these speeches 
and in none of the discussions before the Ways and Means 
Committee, as I recall, was there the slightest reference to 
an expectation that the debts were interlocked with the 
reparations due from Germany to the allied nations. 

Mr. FREAR. May I add that we had no direct dealings 
with Germany on that subject? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Never; this Nation has had no connec
tion whatever with the reparations to be paid by Germany 
to other countries. 

Mr. CROSS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TREADWAY. I yield. 
Mr. CROSS. I remember that it was stated or under

stood-it may perhaps have been in the French note-that 
this country agreed to the deal which was made with refer
ence to the reparations at Lausanne. Has the gentleman 
any information about that? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I am only rehearsing my own knowl
edge of the Debt Commission's work. 

Mr. CROSS. I know; but I wish the gentleman to state 
whether he has any information as to that matter. 

Mr. TREADWAY. I should be inclined to think that there 
has never been any agreement whatever by this country in 
dealing with the debt settlement. As the gentleman knows, 
I am only stating my own views. 

Mr. CROSS. It was stated in the note that there was 
that understanding with the President. 

Mr. TREADWAY. I think it is fair to state that we can 
not officially recognize these statements in the press. 

Mr. CROSS. This, as I understand, was in the note. 

Mr. TREADWAY. I should want to see the note with 
reference to any such dealings in regard to reparations. 

Further than that, the fact is that the President has 
stated time and time again, as I have quoted, that this one 
moratorium was all that he believed in so far as the com
mitments of this country are concerned. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TREADWAY. Certainly. 
Mr. BRIGGS. Does the gentleman think it is good policy 

for the Chief Executive of the country to carry on discus
sions with foreign governments with reference to these mat
ters of cancellation or debt reduction without the sanction 
of the Congress, particularly in view of the very marked 
attitude of the Congress against any such cancellation or 
reduction? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I am the last one-and I think the 
gentleman will join me-to make any unethical reference to 
any President of the United States or his official conduct; 
but I say this in answer to the gentleman, that a certain 
amount of comity of relations between ourselves and for
eign governments-politeness, if you wish to describe it as 
such-would naturally require courtesies being extended if 
an official representation were presented to our State De
partment, and it should be properly received. I do not think 
any representative of this Government would close the door 
of courtesy to a representative of a foreign country. 

Mr. BRIGGS. But that is not the point I make. 
The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mas

sachusetts has again expired. 
Mr. TREADWAY. May I have two minutes in order that 

I may an8wer the gentleman from Texas? 
Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes 

to the gentleman from Massachusetts. 
Mr. BRIGGS. My reference is not to receiving notes. 

Of course, it is the right of the Chief Executive of the Gov
ernment to receive, as a matter of courtesy, whatever com
munications foreign governments may have to make to it; 
but I am speaking about commitments, and I am asking 
whether the gentleman is in sympathy with the Executive's 
committing this Government directly or indirectly without 
the sanction of Congress. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Oh, the present President of the 
United States has never done any such thing, and I hope 
that the succeeding President will follow his good example. 
This body is the one that makes commitments, and so far 
as I am concerned, or any opinion that I have, I am very 
certain that the present President of the United States, Mr. 
Hoover, has never made any kind of commitment whatso
ever. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Then I ask the gentleman what was meant 
in that joint note or memorandum, or whatever it may be 
called, issued by the President and the French Foreign 
Minister, M. Laval, at the time of their comparatively re
cent conference in the city of Washington, wherein it was 
indicated that the foreign governments should "initiate" 
steps with reference to the settlement of their problem of 
reparations and might then request further consideration 
by the United States of their application or desire for re
vision or reconsideration of the debts due this country from 
foreign nations. 

Mr. TREADWAY. I would never claim competency to 
answer what may or may not have been in the mind of 
anyone writing a note. I think the question the gentleman 
propounds could be asked of the President or some official of 
the Government, but not of me. 

In this connection, however, let me quote from the Presi
dent's views as contained in his statement of November 23: 

It is unthinkable that within the comity of nations and the 
maintenance of international good will that our people should 
refuse to consider the request of a friendly people to discuss an 
important qu~::stion in which they and we both have a vital in
terest, irrespective of what conclusions might arise from such a 
discussion. This 1s particularly true in a world greatly affiicted, 
where cooperation and good will are essential to the welfare of all. 

I believe, therefore, that Congress, in view of the requests made 
by these governments, should authorize the creation of an agency 
to exchange views with those governments, enlarging the field of 
discussion as above indicated, and to report to Congress such rec-
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ommendattoll! as they deem desirable. Furtl;lermore, such agency 
should be so constituted through complete or partial identity of 
membership with the delegations to the World Economic Confer
ence and to the General Disarmament Conference that under the 
direction of the President and with the ftn.al dec1s1on in the Con
gress we may take the strongest possible coordinated steps toward 
the solution of the many underlying causes of the present calamity. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa
chusetts has again expired. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. BoYLAN]. 

Mr.- BOYLAN. Mr. Chairman and Members of the House, 
I rise this beautiful morning, when the sun is shining and 
the birds are singing and all nature in a way is in bloom 
like early spring, to say a word for the forgotten man. The 
particular phase of the President's message with reference 
to the forgotten man I shall read to you: 

There is another thing that I want to can to your atten
tion, and that is that in the President's message he merely 
suggests the cutting of salaries of civil employees. He re
frains from suggesting cuts in any of the other branches. 
The poor civilian employee must stand the brunt of the 
entire battle. 

The President has said that there has been a 20 per cent 
cut in the cost of living. How many men sitting here have 
been able to discover this illusive 20 per cent that the Presi
dent speaks about? I know I have tried to find it, espe
cially during the past year. It would have been a great 
solace and help to me if I had found it, and I know it would 
have been to you Members. but I confess that it has eluded 
me, and, to my mind, this 20 per cent cut in the cost of 
living is a myth, and can not be found in reality. 

We did not get any constructive suggestion from the 
President, such as recommending the legalizing of beer and 

I recommend that the furlough system installed last year be 
oontinued not only because of the economy produced but because, wine, as the people of the country mandated us on November 
being tantamount to the " 5-day week," it sets an example which 3 last. 
should be followed by the country and because tt embraces within If the existing taxes on these beverages were collected, we 
Its workings the " spread work " principle and thus serves to would receive a revenue variously estimated at between 
maintain a number of public servants who would otherwise be 
deprived of all income. I feel, however, in view of the present $300,000,000 and $600,000,000 per year. Not a word about 
economic situation and the decrease in the cost of living by over that. Oh, no; but "let us get after these little Federal em-
20 per cent, that some further sacrifice should be made by sal.aried ployees. Nobody loves them; nobody likes them; nobody is 
omcials of the Government over and above the BYa per cent reduc- behind them; we can get away with that much easier than tion under the furlough system. I will recommend that after 
exempting the first $1,000 of salary there should be a temporary we can anything else." 
reduction for one year of 11 per cent of that part of all Govern- You Members know these employees and I know them. 
m.ent salaries in excess of the $1,000 exemption, the result of Thousands of these employees, depending on the salaries of 
which, combined with the furlough system, will average about h 
14.8 per cent reduction in pay to those earning more than $1,000. their positions, have engaged to pure ase small homes. have 

engaged to send their children to high school or to college, 
It will be recalled that last spring when the President to give them a better chance than they had. Now, by one 

:first sent in a. message about Federal pay cuts, he did not fell swoop you are going to so cut their little stipends that 
want to exempt anybody, and did not want to exempt any these things to them will be impossible. There will be fore
amount of salary. He wanted to tax the poor charwomen closures on their little homes, not being able to pay the 
and the messengers and others receiving a salary of $1,000 or current rates of interest on the mortgages or the high land 
less. He absolutely suggested no exemption of any amount, taxes or the high cost of insurance and maintenance. All 
but due to the outcry of the Members of this House he sent of these things would be destroyed if we followed the sug
in a subsequent message asking that $1,000 of salary be gestion of the President and make this additional cut in 
exempted, and the bill was passed in that way. salaries. You know and I know that the homes of this coun-

In the message sent in here yesterday, which we are now try are the very foundation and bulwark of the safety of 
discussing, the President suggests that the forgotten man, our Nation. If we destroy the homes, if we send out men 
the Federal employee, who is kicked around from post to and women and children in this country from the home
pillar, receive another cut of 11 per cent. You gentlemen roof tree and make them wanderers on the highways and 
who are employers of labor know that if you have your own byWays of this country, we will strike a more severe blow 
employees in constant dread of a cut, in constant fear of the at the fundamental integrity and security of our Govern
tenure of their positions, you will not get efficient service ment than we could by any other means. 
from them. How can the Government get efficient service Knowing the temper of you Members as I do, I feel that 
under similar conditions? According to the figures of the you are not going to permit any further cut of this kind or 
Director of the Budget, 17 per cent of the Government em- of any kind to be made in the salaries of Federal employees. 
ployees receive less than $1,000 per year. Under the exemp- I say to you as a member of the Committee on Appropria
tion of $1,000 these employees would not be affected. How- tions in this House, and as a Member of this House, that I 
ever, 37.7 per cent receive less than $1,500 a year; 57 per will do everything in my power to prevent any further cut. 
cent receive less than $2,000 per year; 84 per cent receive I think that every right-thinking Member who has the 
less than $2,500 a year; and 95 per cent of all Government interest of our Government and its institutions at heart, 
employees receive less than $3,000 per year. The average will take the same course. I believe that in these times of 
salary of all employees is about $1,440 per year. There are stress, when we are all suffering, when everybody is laboring 
listed by the Civil Service Commission about 700,000 Gov- under great hardships, trying to make ends meet, trying to 
ernment employees. Of this amount about 10 per cent, or keep about a half an inch ahead of the sherifi in order to 
7o,ooo, are employed in the District of Columbia. Let us get along, any curtailment in income will mean a great 
take the average salary of the Government employee. It is hardship and a positive disaster. 
$1,440 per year, but for the sake of even figures, let us I have taken this opportunity, the very first one that has 
assume that it is $1,500 per year. presented itself to me, to raise my voice against this phase 

A cut of 11 per cent, as suggested by the President, on of the President's message, and to say to the President as 
the first $500 after the exemption of $1,000, would amount was said last year, "We will not further cut salaries of the 
to $55. Then if we apply the existing cut that is now in little Federal employees, and ask you to reconsider as you 
force, 8% per cent, to the remainder, the tax for that re- did last year, and send in a further message modifying your 
inainder would amount to $120.42. Adding that to the $55, views on this subject." 
the proposed 11 per cent cut, would make a total cut of The CHAmMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
$175.42 in the salary of a Federal employee receiving only York has expired. 
$1,500 per year; or, in effect, all the money that he would Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
have to spend for the support of himself and his family man from New York two additional minutes. 
would be $1,324.58 per year. That is, we have that amount Mr. SIROVICH. Will the gentleman yield? 
as his net yearly salary. The same rule would apply to all Mr. BOYLAN. I yield. 
salaries of Government employees who receive in excess of Mr. SIROVICH. My distinguished colleague realizes that 
$1,000 per year; of course, in the higher brackets the same there are three kinds of wages, namely, starvation wages, 
exemption of $1,000 would be made. · living. wages, and saving wages. From what I have observed 
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of the gentleman's address the Federal employees have only 
been the recipients of living wages, and what the gentleman 
is objecting to is having those wages reduced to starvation 
wages under the infiuence of the Republican regime. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. BOYLAN. That is correct, although I would like to 
modify the gentleman's statement in saying that I do not 
consider the average Federal employee's wage of $1,440 as a 
living wage under his classification. 

Mr. SffiOVICH. The gentleman is in favor of a saving 
wage? 

Mr. BOYLAN. Ordinarily I think that the Federal em
ployee's wage of $1,440 would come under the classification 
which the gentleman has made of " starvation wages," and 
I refuse to be a party to further decreasing starvation 
wages. [Applause.] 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle
man from Nebraska [Mr. HoWARD] 15 minutes. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, yesterday some Members 
of the House listened to the annual message of the President 
of the United States. I was asked by the newspaper boys 
for an expression of my opinion regarding the message, and, 
being always desirous of loosing no speech which might be 
regarded as unhappy in the ears of my President, I told the 
boys I thought my best description of the message would be 
to say that it was magnificent; magnificent in its silence 
with reference to the greatest problem now confronting the 
American people, the problem of a square deal for the pri
mary interest of the United States-agriculture. [Applause.] 

I am at a loss, Mr. Chairman, to understand how our 
President on an occasion like this could have contented him
self with addressing to the Congress a message containing 
practically nothing that might be construed as a recommen
dation for legislation in behalf of that great primary interest. 

I understand that our President is learned in the letters. 
Oh, he must have heard that long ago another President of 
the United States, speaking to his Cabinet one day: said: 

Gentlemen, I am fully persuaded that the best stone in the 
foundation upon which rests the house of our Republic is the 
American farm. 

And in the vastness of his knowledge certainly he rem em
bered how long years afterward another President, Abraham 
Lincoln, speaking to his own Cabinet one day, quoting the 
words of Jefferson, applauded them and said he desired to 
add one sentence, namely, that no house can be safe with 
an impaired foundation. 

Mr. Chairman, it does seem to me that our President 
ought to realize along with all intelligent men and women 
in America that the foundation stone of the American farm 
has been impaired, and impaired by governmental hands. 

Right here and now I want to correct a general expres
sion I have so often heard, which is wholly false, namely, 
that agriculture has fallen into the ditch of depression. 
This is not true. Agriculture is down in the ditch, it is 
true, but agriculture did not fall into the ditch; agricultur~ 
was pushed into the ditch by governmental hands, and, 
my friends, no other hand than the hand of the Govern
ment can lift agriculture out of the ditch. By this I do 
not mean this Congress should grant anything in the nature 
of relief to agriculture. I despise that word so often em
ployed with reference to agriculture. I am not asking legis
lation for the relief of agriculture. I am demanding legisla
tion to give agriculture a square deal along with every other 
industry under the flag. [Applause.] 

Is it possible that our good President does not really know 
the distress of that primary interest in America? It does 
not seem possible. Oh, if he could only come with me and 
I could get him to lift his eyes away from the floor long 
enough I would like to have him look upon the scenes of 
desolation in all the farm zones in our country. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not an alarmist; I am not a pessimist. 
I am always an optimist, but optimist though I am, I can 
easily without a prescient eye see harbingers of danger to 
our country in that day in which we become a people who 
may fairly be designated as a homeless people. The 
strength of our Republic has ·been largely in the fact that 

we were a home-owning people, but I tell you, my colleagues, 
that if the process of ejecting people from their homes 
under mortgage foreclosures shall go forward for a few 
years longer, as it is now proceeding in our country out 
where I live, very, very soon this will be a republic of the 
homeless. 

Why, the President ought to have been able to gather 
from the records the facts that in many of the · States the 
great bw·den of the suits that are filed in the courts is the 
foreclosure of mortgages. What does he do in an effort to 
alleviate the situation of the mortgage victim? Nothing at 
all. He never has done anything. He may have a heart of 
interest. I have never seen it. I have never seen any indi
cation of it. 

Speaking of hearts, I heard John Simpson, president of 
the National Farmers' Union, say that he had a scien
tific friend who had invented a machine by the aid of which 
he could just turn a little crank and take an X-ray picture. 
He said his friend gave hlm that little machine, which was 
no larger than the average reel on a fishing rod, and told 
him to try it on a friend of his. He said, " The first friend 
you see walking down the street wearing a light-coloreq 
coat you walk within a distance of about 10 feet of him 
and turn the crank and then darken the machine and take 
it over to a photographer and have it developed, and you 
will be surprised how perfect the picture will be with ref
ence to the interior anatomy of that man." 

Well, he said he did that. He walked out on the street, 
and, lo and behold, the very first man he saw walking down 
the street garbed in a light-colored coat was the President 
of the United States. He wanted to be respectful, so he did 
not get too close to him; but he went close enough to point 
the little machine at him and turn the crank and get a 
picture. He rushed it over to the photographer and had it 
developed. Then he made a remarkable discovery-that 
here was a man with two hearts. One was a magnificent 
heart, big as a pumpkin. It was the President's heart of 
sympathy for Europe. The other was a little heart, just 
about as big as a dry prune, and that was his heart of 
sympathy for tbe American farmers. 

Mr. HOGG of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman from Nebraska yield? 

Mr. HOWARD. Oh, yes; I will gladly yield. 
Mr. HOGG of Indiana. I wonder if the gentleman will be 

good enough to state to us what relief for agriculture he 
proposes? 

Mr. HOWARD. I thank the gentleman. He knew I 
wanted somebody to interrupt me. 

I want the gentleman and I want the President of the 
United States to become interested in three specific bills. 

Agriculture depends largely upon the volume of cur
rency in circulation in our country. You will remember that 
12 years ago, by order of the Morgan-Mellon group of inter
national bankers, acting through its lick-spittle, America's 
most august criminal, otherwise known as the Federal re
serve system, stole away from our volume of circulating 
medium $3,000,000,000. I want that amount of money re
stored to the volume of circulating medium where it belongs. 
And how can we get it most rapidly? There is pending 
before this Congress now a bill which will give us that 
$3,000,000,000 in a hw·ry. It is known as the Wheeler bill, 
and it provides that any American citizen may take rough 
silver to any mint and have it coined into silver dollars and 
put it in circulation. Oh, that will help splendidly, and 
that is one remedy I am asking. 

Another one is the Swank bill, introduced by our col
league from Oklahoma. What does it propose to do? It 
proposes to do for the product of the American farm exactly 
what our Government is now doing for the product of the 
American railroads and other public utilities. What is their 
product? They have but one, and that is the product of 
transportation. My colleague can not go down to the depot 
now and buy a railroad ticket to his home at less than the 
fixed price. Who fixes that price? The Federal Govern
ment. The railroad companies do not fix that price. The 
Government, through its Interstate Commerce Commission, 
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some members of which, in my eyes, are nothing more than 
rai1road bird dogs, fixes the price, and no railroad official 
dare sell a ticket for less than that price. The Swank bill, 
in fine, provides that the home-consumption part of the 
product of the Ameriean farm shall be treated just like the 
product of the American raih·oads. 

My riext program-my colleague asked "for a program 
that I would adopt-it is not mine, but I would like to take 
possession of it and claim the honor of it if I could, but 
the honor belongs to a Senator of the United states. I do 
not care if the rules do forbid mentioning a Senator, I am 
very proud of that Senator who has introduced this bill. 
His name is FRAziER. He has introduced a bill for the Gov
ernment of the United . States to do for the mortgaged 
American farmers exactly what the Government, through 
the Hoover Reconstruction Finance Corporation, is now 
doing for certain sick railroads, tottering insurance com
panies, and ·kindred interests in trouble. That bill proposes 
that the Government shall refinance every mortgage which 
rests upon an American farm, if it is made in reasonable 
harmony with the value of the property, and shall carry 
that mortgage a long term of years at a very low rate of 
interest. How low shall the interest be? The bill provides 
that it shan be at the rate of 1% per cent and it requires 
the farm owner to pay additionally 1% per cent annually 
for the purpose of amortizing the mortgage. This would 
enable him to live a long number of years free from fear of 
the approach of the sheriff with a mortgage foreclosure 
notice in his hand. 

Mr. MAY. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOWARD. Yes. 
Mr. MAY~ That bill further provides for an adequate sys

tem of marketing the bonds and securities to enable the 
farmers to get this money. 

Mr. HOWARD. I think that is true. 
Ah, my friends, you who do not live on the farm, you who 

do not live in the farm zone, let me draw a picture of the 
situation out there. I have traveled over that wonderful 
country for many, many years. I have seen those beautiful 
homes out there with every comfort attaching to them
good buildings, well stocked, and often when I would drive 
away from a visit to one of those homes I would say to my 
wife or to some companion, "How beautiful it ought to be 
for these people living here. absolutely on easy street, so far 
as the affairs of this world are concerned." That was a 
dozen years ago. 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. HOWARD. Did I hear the gavel? [Laughter.] 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ne

braska has expired. 
Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman. I yield 

30 minutes to the gentleman from New York [Mr. FisH1. 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman and ladies and gentlemen, I 

have asked for time to further discuss the war-debt situation. 
But before I do so I would like to make certain observations, 
and one is that I hope the Members will not indulge any 
longer in political partisan attacks. We have just come 
through a bitter campaign, with a great deal of ballyhoo 
on both sides. Is it not time that we forego partisan 
speeches in the present emergency. in the economic crisis 
with which we are confronted, a far more serious crisis 
than at any time in the history of our country since the 
Civil War, very much more serious than at any time in the 
World War-is it not about time that we cease these partisan 
attacks? 

Although I was not in Congress at that time, I believe that 
the Republican Members of the House went along with their 
war President in the emergency. I believe that was the 
right and proper thing for them to do, just as I believe that 
it is the proper thing now for the Republicans and the Demo
crats in the present emergency to combine in combattL"lg 
the depression and its manifold evils and help to solve the 
economic problems for the benefit and interest of the Ameri
can people. [Applause.] We might very well adopt a ·mora
torium on partisan politics for the rest of the session of Con
gress in the interest of our eountry. [Applause.] 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FISH. I yield. 
Mr. BLANTON. Surely the gentleman can not have for

gotten the ramifications of the Graham smelling committee 
and the Walsh committee--

Mr. FISH. Oh, the gentleman need not go further-! 
was in Congress at that time and that was after the war 
was over. But I say that in the emergency of the war the 
Republicans supported our President, I say to you that 
during this emergency now it would be for the best interests 
of both parties and for the people and for our country if 
we should have a political armistice and stop bitter political 
partisan attacks on both sides and work to solve the eco
nomic problems for the best interest of the country. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. SffiOVICH. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FISH. Yes. 
Mr. SffiOVICH. In this moratorium would the Repub

lican Party be in favor of the repeal of the eighteenth 
amendlnent? 

Mr. FISH. I did not know that that was a partisan 
issue-apparently it is not by the vote that was taken yes
terday. Therefore, I think the gentleman can best answer 
the question himself. · 

Another observation is, and I say this for the benefit of the 
members of the press. I am no alarmist. I do not antici
pate any revolution or serious difficulty with the communists, 
but I want to point out, particularly to the press, the differ
ence between those so-called hunger marchers who appeared 
in Washington yesterday and the veterans who were here 
before we adjourned in the last session. 

The veterans who came here were not communists; 95 
per cent of them were veterans who served in the World 
War and a very small per cent were communists, not more 
than 5 per cent and probably less. They were misguided 
and badly advised in coming to Washington, but they 
thought all they had to do was to appeal to Congress and 
get the bonus. 

I have no sympathy, however, with the way in which they 
were handled in Washington nor with the statement made 
that only a small per cent were veterans. 

But it is a different proposition with the so-called hunger 
marchers that we had here yesterday. They were not hun
ger marcbers, they were not hungry, and they did not 
march. They came here in trucks provided by the Com
munist Party in every city from which they came. They 
were organiZed and led by communists. Ninety-five per cent 
of them were either communists or sympathizers with com
munism. n is time that the press stopped calling them 
hunger marchers. They should call them just what they 
are, communists or members of the Communist Party, or 
communist sympathizers. They had the right to come here, 
they had the right to petition Congress, and I am glad that 
permission was given them to present their petitions to the 
House of Representatives and to the Senate. But let us 
state the facts plainly, clearly, and freely and show the dis
tinction between the veterans and these communists, be
cause the communists do not deny it. They will go back to 
their communists' meetings in the next few weeks and will 
praise themselves for the effective propaganda work that 
they did here; but there are millions and millions of unem
ployed who are hungry and undernourished who do not 
realize the fact that these so-called hunger marchers were 
communists who came to Washington not to help the unem
ployed but to stir up unrest and a revolutionary spirit 
throughout the country. Many of the unemployed back 
home think that they were representing them, when as a 
matter of fact they were only playing politics with human 
misery, and we ought to have those facts presented freely in 
the press. 

My attitude on the foreign debt question is known to 
many Members of the House. I have opposed cancellation 
in the past and will continue to do so, but I do think that 
the House can not afford any longer to be deaf, dumb, and 
blind to appeals that have been made honestly, through 
proper channels, by great European nations, stating that in 
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this economic world depression their capacity to pay has 
been seriously diminished and asking for a revision of the 
war debts. We can not simply wipe these requests aside 
and say that these debts have been settled for all time and 
we will not give you even the courtesy of a hearing. Upon 
what basis were they settled? They were settled on the 
basis of capacity to pay. If a debtor comes to you as a 
creditor and says that he can not meet his debt, that he 
wants easier terms, you have to meet the debtor and dis
cuss the situation with him, and as a nation we are in 
exactly that .POSition. 

I am no cancellationist. Before I go further let me point 
out the strength and the fairness of the original debt set
tlement. In the first place we had nothing to do with 
bringing on the World War; we had no part in its origin 
or in causing it, directly or indirectly, and it is not fair to 
our taxpayers to burden them with the entire cost · of the 
war after we entered it. We went into it because we were 
forced into it, against our will, by the attacks of the Ger
man submarines upon our ships on the high seas without 
warning. It was a war that we did not seek. We were 
forced into it to protect our own rights and our own flag. 
We do not claim now that we won the war, but when we 
went into it we did everything that we could to win. We 
sent 2,000,000 American soldiers over to the other side. We 
turned the tide of defeat into victory. We do not boast 
about it. We know the losses of the war-weary Allies and 
we know the comparatively small losses of our own troops, 
but it was the coming of those 2,000,000 veterans to Europe 
that did turn the tide of defeat into victory, and now, some 
14 years after the war, we are not given the credit of it. 
It is only right that we Americans should pass on to oncom
ing generations the true facts of our participation and just 
what we accomplished. 

When the war was over and the armistice was signed we 
asked for ·no conquered territory, we asked for no plunder, 
we asked for no reparations, and .for no indemnities. We 
asked for nothing and we got exactly what we asked-noth
ing at all. After the armistice we brought our troops back 
from the other side. We asked nothing from Europe, and 
that is the strength of our settlements of these war debts 
with Great Britain, France, Italy, Belgium, and other Euro
pean nations. Great Britain and France took vast con
quered territories, and even Italy took its share. We got 
nothing, and when we settled those war debts, we settled 
them showing the utmost generosity and liberality. Were
duced the Italian debt down to 25 cents on the dollar. We 
reduced the French debt 53 per cent, and we are only ask
ing from France that amount of money which we loaned her 
after the armistice. Yet the French politicians have influ
enced the French people into believing that they are justified 
in asking for a cancellation of these debts. I regret to say 
that many Americans who have practically expatriated 
themselves and who spend more time in France than they 
do in the United States are largely responsible. These 
Americans attend dinners, where they meet the French Gov
ernment officials, and after they have imbibed some of the 
good old French wine they begin to tell these French offi
cials that nobody in America believes in the payment of the 
war debts and that they ought to be canceled, and that they 
are speaking the true sentiments of America. This handful 
of Americans, who are more pro-French than they are 
American, are more to blame for leading France and her 
officials to believe that we will cancel the French war debts 
than any one other influence. It is time that both the 
French and American people knew that all that we are ask
ing from France is the amount of money that we loaned her 
after the armistice for reconstruction and domestic purposes 
in France and not for carrying on or winning the war. 

But when it comes to the British debt settlement, there is 
an entirely different situation, and the reason I am speak
ing here to-day is that I understand from the press that 
the President in the next few days will send a special mes
sage to the Congress suggesting the creation of a ·world 
War debt funding commission for the purpose of listening 
to the pleas of foreign countries, that their capacity to pay 

has been seriously impaired and diminished. I for one 
believe that that is the only procedure that is proper, 
honest, and courteous to take. I do not understand how it 
can be handled otherwise. After Congress has made the 
definite statement that it has, I do not believe that it can 
be properly or honestly handled through diplomatic chan
nels. We must remember that the House of Representatives 
by the Constitution of the United States is empowered to 
initiate all tax legislation. That power was given to us 
instead of to the Senate because at that time it was thought 
the House was nearer to the people because it had two-year 
elections instead of six. That is the paramount power of 
the House of Representatives, and we have already stated 
emphatically that we will insist on our rights and that we 
are in control of these war debts, and that if they are to be 
revised or reconsidered there must be some action initiated 
in the House of Representati~s. I hope the report is true 
that the President has asked for the reestablishment of a 
debt funding commission, and if that is not the proper way, 
then let the majority in the House propose their plan. 
Speaking as an individual and not as the representative of 
the President or the administration, I believe the English 
debt settlement, although it may have been fair in 1922 
when we asked for 80 per cent of the war debt and settled 
on that basis, is far too harsh at the present time. 

Mr. DIES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FISH. Yes. 
Mr. DIES. Does the gentleman believe that we would be 

justified in considering a cancellation or reduction in view 
of the fact that our debtors to-day are maintaining arma
ments that cost $1,500,000,000? 

They are not only maintaining those armaments but in
creasing them year by year, and yet they come to the United 
States and ask us to reduce an honest indebtedness, when 
they are so extravagant with the money of their people. 

Mr. FISH. I agree with the gentleman. I do not believe 
the war debts should be reduced or revised until the military 
and naval powers of Europe agree to reduce their gigantic 
budgets for military and naval purposes, and particularly 
the latter. 

Mr. DIES. Will the gentleman yield further? 
Mr. FISH. I will yield for a brief question. 
Mr. DIES. If that be true, then, what good purpose could 

possibly be served by creating a debt funding commission 
which would lead the people of Europe to believe that we 
would reduce the amount of the indebtedness? 

Mr. FISH. Oh, it would be easy to attach to that a clause 
that Congress will not consider further reductions until 
these naval and military budgets are reduced, and that is 
the opinion not only of Congress but of the American people. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FISH. I yield. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. The commission would not have any 

final power. They would make a report back? 
Mr. FISH. Certainly. It is merely a means or a channel 

to have a meeting of the best minds of the Congress and of 
those debtor governments in Europe. 

Mr. DIES. Will the gentleman yield further? 
Mr. FISH. I will yield briefly. 
Mr. DIES. If we have determined on that position that 

we will not reduce the war debts unless they make corre
sponding reductions in armaments, then why should we 
have any parley or negotiations that will only lead to fur-
ther misunderstandings? · 

Mr. FISH. There can be no misunderstandings whatever, 
because we here in Congress will have the final determina
tion before any reduction in the war debts is made. But the 
gentleman from Texas and I are evidently in accord that 
there should be reductions in the naval armaments. Every 
Member of this House will be surprised at the figures I am 
about to present, which I received to-day, showing the appro
priations by the governments with whom we are involved
Great Britain, France, and Italy-for naval armaments within 
the last two years. I, for one, was under the impression 
that Great Britain was building a vast fleet; and the figures 
show that France and Italy are spending more money for 
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new construction than Great Britain or Japan; that they 
have been authorizing more money and more tonnage than 
either Great Britain or Japan since 1930. Therefore it is 
not only a matter of the naval appropriations for Great 
Britain that is involved in the debt settlements, but also the 
huge appropriations being made also by France and Italy. 

Mr. DIES. Will the gentleman yield further for a brief 
question? 

Mr. FISH. I yield. 
Mr. DIES. The gentleman, of course, is aware of the 

fact that the American people are weary of commissions. 
They are undoubtedly sick of our policy of creating a multi
tude of commissions. Why can not appeals be considered 
through the regular channels, diplomatic channels, without 
the creation of another commission? 

Mr. FISH. Because we have the sole power in this House 
to initiate tax legislation, and we have already said that we 
realize we have the power, and we do not want any action 
taken unless we initiate it. That is practically our last 
word on this vexatious and controversial issue, and I think 
it still holds good. 

I have no brief for Great Britain, but I do believe that 
under the existing economic conditions, particularly in view 
of the appeal she recently made in dignified terms, setting 
forth her economic plight, that such an appeal is entitled 
to consideration. We, as reasonable men, know what the 
economic troubles of Great Britain are to-day. We know 
that her capacity to pay has diminished 50 per cent or more 
in the last few years, and yet she has paid 75 per cent of 
all war debt payments made on the World War debts to the 
United States. She has already paid the huge sum of 
$1,912,000,000-practically $2,000,000,000. Furthermore, 
the money that we loaned to Great Britain was mostly 
loaned during the World War to help win the war, and 
was not like the French debt, or possibly the Italian debt, 
which was largely for money loaned after the war. Great 
Britain took that money and reloaned a great deal of it to 
foreign nations to carry on the war, and those foreign 
nations are not repaying Great Britain. It is in a different 
category than either the French or Italian debt, yet we 
asked 80 per cent from them, 49 per cent from France, and 
25 per cent from Italy. 

I think, due to those facts alone and due to the fact that 
Great Britain has paid 75 per cent of all the war-debt pay
ments to the United States and was the first great nation to 
enter into a debt settlement and will, in my opinion, pay on 
December 15, she is entitled, at least, to be heard. I have 
no knowledge that she will pay on December 15, but I know 
from past history that the bond of the British Government 
is sound and that the word of the English Government is 
good, and that she will not repudiate it and put herself in 
the class with Soviet Russia. If Great Britain has the 
money to pay, she will pay it, and it is well for us to make 
that distinction between the British debt and the French 
and Italian debts. 

If I had my own way, without regard to armaments, 
although I think I have spoken in this House at least three 
times in favor of reaching an agreement with Japan, Great 
Britain and the United States to further proportionally 
limit battleships and battle cruisers, thereby saving $100,-
000,000 or $150,000,000, this war debt could be used as an 
entering wedge to get Great Britain to agree to reduce the 
18 battleships over 10,000 tons to 10 battleships, and 10 for 
the United States and a proportional reduction for Japan 
and France and Italy, and we would have identically the 
same proportional national defense. 

Mr. BLACK. 'Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FISH. I yield. 
Mr. BLACK. The gentleman understands that Great 

Britain has enough money to give direct relief to those 
unemployed, while our organization does not think we have 
enough money to give direct relief to our unemployed. 

Mr. FISH. Well, I think conditions in Great Britain are 
so serious-as well as in Germany-that if they did not give 
direct relief there would be a political revolution in those 
countries, because they can not obtain the millions and 

millions necessary through private relief, as we can in this 
country. Those people would just starve to death, and, 
although I am against direct relief, although I am against 
unemployment insurance and the dole, if such a situation 
develops in this country in the next two years, then we will 
have to do likewise, because we are not going to permit 
American citizens to starve any more than they will permit 
their citizens to starve. 

Mr. MILLARD. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FISH. I yield for a brief question. 
Mr. MILLARD. Is it not a fact that the British Govern

ment has given orders for 27 warships within the last week? 
Mr. FISH. I have not heard of any such statement. 

Here are the figures given me to-day showing the appropria
tions for new naval construction in England, Japan, France, 
and Italy. These figures are from our Naval Intelligence 
Office as of December 6, 1932: 

The British Empire: 1930-31, $30,500,000; 1931-32, $21,-
500,000; 1932-33, $33,700,000. 

Japan: 1930-31, $40,800,000; 1931-32, $33,500,000; 1932-33, 
$26,900,000. 

Now to get to France and Italy. 
France: 1930-31, $39,400,000; 1931-32, $34,600,000; 1932-33, 

$29,700,000 (for nine months only). 
Italy: 1930-31, $31,600,000; 1931-32, $37,100,000; 1932-33, 

$38,100,000. 
This shows that France and Italy, which are not naval 

countries at all, are appropriating more money for new 
construction than Great Britain and Japan. 

Mr. MILLARD. What I have just said was taken from 
the London Post. 

Mr. FISH. The figures I have just quoted come from the 
Office of Naval Intelligence to-day. 

Mr. SIROVICH. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FISH. Yes; for a short question. 
Mr. SIROVICH. Does the gentleman realize that the 

Governments of England and France up to the present time 
have never taxed their people one cent to pay our debts, but 
instead have collected reparations from Germany and used 
almost three-quarters of it to pay our debt and kept one
quarter for themselves while the American people have 
loaned the money to Germany with which to pay these 
reparations? 

Mr. FISH. The gentleman does not understand any such 
situation at all. It applies to France, but not to Great 
Britain. Great Britain is the most heavily taxed nation in 
the world-much more heavily taxed than France or our 
own country. 

Mr. SIROVICH. That the reparations has been sufficient 
for her to pay our obligations and have some left over? 
Does the gentleman understand that? 

Mr. FISH. The gentleman does not understand any such 
thing. Great Britain has never received sufficient money 
from Germany to pay us by at least 25 per cent, and, as far 
as taxing her own people is concerned, they are the most 
heavily taxed people in the world. 

Mr. SIROVICH. But they are not taxed to pay our debt. 
Mr. FISH. What the gentleman says is all right as to 

France. France has been getting more in reparations than 
she pays out to other countries, but that is not the case of 
Great Britain, and to-day, under the moratorium, is not 
getting a cent. France is still getting a very small amount 
under the moratorium. So the gentleman is correct as to 
France, but not as to England. 

Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask if the 
gentleman \vill answer these two direct questions: First, as 
to the capacity to pay, should that capacity be measured in 
a period of unprecedented depression and economic distress, 
or sqould the capacity to pay be spread over the debt period? 

Second. Is it not true that these nations have received 
in territory property the potential value of which is largely 
in excess of the war debts which the European nations owe 
to America, and this territory, long before the maturity of 
this debt, will be worth five or six times as much as the total 
war debt of the nations of Europe to America at the present 
time? Is not this true? 
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Mr. FISH. It is problematical how much these territories 

will be worth. They may now be costing the nations more 
than they receive from these territories, and only a debt
funding commission could intelligently ascertain the facts. 
Some of these territories in Africa may cost the Government 
far more than they are worth at the present time. What 
they will be worth in the future can not be figured out. 

As for as their capacity to pay under the present economic 
conditions, the gentleman, of course, is correct. It has 
diminished perhaps 50 per cent, or more. But at least it 
should be considered. We can not refuse to grant the cour
tesy of a hearing to these debtor nations any more than the 
gentleman can refuse a private debtor who comes to him as 
a creditor and says: " I want easier terms of payment. I 
can not pay you at the present time without destroying my 
business, without taking the food out of the mouths of my 
family. I want easier terms., This is exactly what these 
nations are doing at the present time. They are in a criti
cal situation and they are in the midst of an economic 
crises. What will happen in the future we are not able to 
say, but we can not afford to ignore the requests of any of 
the debtor nations for a hearing on the basis of capacity to 
pay. 

Mr. BLACK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FISH. For a brief question. 
Mr. BLACK. The gentleman will admit that Great 

Britain is much better off than she would have been had 
Germany won the war? 

Mr. FISH. Oh, yes. I think possibly it was a war to save 
civilization, but I think at the present juncture we are fac
ing just as serious a situation. We are facing a situation 
which involves the civilized world, and not only the welfare 
of 120,000,000 people in America, but the welfare of the 
entire civilized world and the economic stability of its 
greatest nations. I believe that Great Britain will pay the 
installments due on their indebtedness on December 15. I 
believe France and Italy Win also pay. However, after that, 
if we force them and continue to insist on payments on the 
dotted line you may force them to repudiate, and if you do 
it will be the worst thing in the world for world peace and 
world understanding. It must be apparent to everyone that 
unless economic conditions improve in Great Britain she 
will be forced to repudiate these war debts. I do not want 
to see the United States a party to any such unfair tactics. 
That is the situation we are confronted with and I say to 
you that if the President recommends the re-creation of the 
Debt Funding Commission I hope the Democratic majority 
will either give it serious consideration for the good of the 
country or come in with some proposal of their own that 
will be adequate so we may grant an honest hearing to the 
appeals for a fair revision submitted by any country and 
determine their capacity to pay in view of the present de
plorable economic conditions for our own good, for world 
peace, and the civilization of the entire world. 

Mr. SffiOVICH. What would happen to France if she 
repudiated her debt when she pays 80 cents out of every 
dollar for a great armament to help maintain Belgium, 
Czechoslovakia, and Poland as an armed ring against Ger
many, Austria, and Hungary? 

Mr. FISH. The gentleman exaggerates, but I am not in 
sympathy with the French contention which makes us out a 
Shylock when we are only asking for the money which we 
loaned her after the war, but the French budget amounts to 
approximately 10 per cent for military armaments. 

Mr. SffiOVICH. Does the gentleman believe she will re
pudiate her debt? 

Mr. FISH. I have already stated that I believe she would 
pay the installment due on December 15. France to-day has 
a much larger amount of gold per capita than any nation in 
the world. 

Mr. BLACK. Does the gentleman think the Debt Funding 
Commission ought to apply to the present situation as well as 
the British? 

Mr. FISH. Yes; the need for such a commission is ap
parent and should apply to all nations asking for a reduction. 
Each case should rest on its own merits a.nd be considered 

separately. t belleve the French appeal 1s largely political' 
and inspired by French politicians. They have tOld the 
French people we have reduced the debt 5 per cent, and 
they have placarded France from one end tO the other with 
these figures, whereas we have reduced the debt 53 per cent 
on a basis of 4% per cent interest, which is what we paid 
on the Liberty bonds issued to provide the war loans. [Ap
plause.] I own no foreign bonds and hold no brief for the 
international bankers who may be affected by a reduction in 
the war debts. The Congress should not be influenced by 
the propaganda emanating from international bankers or 
selfish iriterests. However, the Congress has a duty to con
sider the war-debt settlements, both from the angle of the 
ability or capacity of the debtor nation to pay and as to the 
safest and soundest policy for the United States to adopt in 
the midst of a world-wide economic depression that 
threatens the financial, commercial, and economic stability 
of the nations of the world. 

I append herewith two brief tables giving the actual 
figures in millions of dollars: ( 1) Of the prearmistice and 
postarmistice loans; (2) principal and interest at time of 
funding, per cent of interest charged, total principal and in
terest to be paid, payments to date, and present indebtedness. 

[Figures in millions] 

Prearmis- Postar-
tice mistice 

Great Britain·-------------------------------- $3,696 $581 
France.--------------------------------------- 1, 970 1, 435 
Italy_---------------·------------------------- 1, 031 617 
Belgium ____________ --------------------------- 172 2f!l 
Russia·---------------------------------------- 188 5 
Poland_-------------------------------------- ------------ 160 Czechoslovakia _________________________ ------- __ ___ ___ _ _ __ 92 
Yugoslavia____________________________________ 10 42 
Rumania ______________________________________ ------------ 38 

Austria _________ ----------------------------- __ ----------- _ 24 
A.ll others------------------------------------- 10 60 

TotaL. _____ · __ ---- __ ---_----------------- 7,077 3, 261 

[Dollar figures in millions] 

Princi-
pal and Per cent 
interest of 
at time interest 
of fund- charged 

Total 
princi· 
pal and 
interest 

to be 
paid 

Total 
pay· 

ments 
to date 

ing 

Great Britain ___________________ $4,600 3. 306 $11,105 $1,912 
France._----- __ ------·--------- 4,025 1.64.0 6,848 486 
Italy--------------------------- 2,042 .405 2,408 98 
Belgium ______ ------------------ 418 1. 790 729 52 
Poland ___ ---------------------- 179 3.306 436 23 
Czechoslovakia _________________ 115 3.327 313 18 
Yugoslavia.-------------------- 63 1.030 95 2 
Rumania. _____ ----------------- 45 3. 321 123 5 
A.ll others ________ --------------- 78 ---------- 131 32 

TotaL._--------- _________ 11,565 ---------- 22,188 2,628 

Total 

$4,277 
3,405 
1,648 

379 
193 
160 
92 
52 
38 
24 
70 

10,338 

Present 
indebt
edness 

$4,398 
3,864 
2,005 

401 
206 
167 
61 
M 

301 

11,466 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I Yield 20 minutes to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON J. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I believe in letting the 
dead past bury its dead, and if the White House could re
frain from laying a barrage when sending us an annual 
message, and could let us have a budget unpainted with 
camouftage, I would agree with all that our friend from New 
York has said about nonpartisan speeches. 

It is too late for the President of the United States to 
pose as an economist. It is too late for the President to 
make the people believe that he is in favor of cutting Gov
ernment expenses. It is too late for the President of the 
United States, three months before he retires to private life, 
to advocate the consolidation of departments and the 
abolition of bureaus. 

I am pleased that our friend from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
BEcK] is seated in the Chamber. I consider him one of the 
best-posted men in the Nation on the subject I shall men
tion. He is a former great Solicitor General of the United 
States, and I want to quote him as having said in the last 
Congress that it is within the power of the President of 
the United States, without any further la.w or statute, to 
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abolish any bureau of this· Government, if ·be wants to 
abolish it. 

Mr. BECK. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BLANTON. Certainly. 
Mr. BECK. I did not say that. I said that the Presi

dent had the power to remove any incumbent of any office 
or bureau in the executive branch of the Government, but 
not to abolish the office. 

Mr. BLANTON. I will remind my friend of what he said. 
He said that no bureau could exist without money. He said, 
in efiect-I am not quoting him word for word-that the 
President, through his Budget-and it is his Budget, because 
the Budget can not recommend $1 that is not approved by 
the President and the Budget responds to no will .except 
that of the President-if the President saw fit to not appro
priate money for any bureau, he could put that bureau out 
of existence. Is not that true? 

Mr. BECK. Since the gentleman appeals to me, I would 
say that is not what I said. 

Mr. BLANTON. Well, is not that so? 
Mr. BECK. No; it is not so. The Congress of the United 

States--
Mr. BLANTON. Well, I shall not quote the great Solicitor 

General any further. [Laughter.] 
Mr. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Chairman, I make the 

point of order that this is not an educational-society meet
ing to-day. 

Mr. MILLARD. Does the gentleman still admit that the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania is a great Solicitor General? 

Mr. BLANTON. I attributed to the great former Solici
tor General a knowledge of facts that exists in our country 
and in our form and system of government which he does 
not now appear to have. [Laughter.] 

It is a fact that the President of the United States can 
kill any bureau and put it out of existence if he will stop 
money from going to it. The bureaus are kept alive by an
nual appropriations. I have sent to the Library for the 
REcORD and now have before me what my friend from 
Pennsylvania, Mr. BECK, said. During the debate in the 
House of Representatives on May 7, 1932, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. BECK] spoke on the constitutional 
powers and prerogatives of the President of the United 
States, and I now quote from his speech the following state
ments made by him, to wit: 

Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania. [Mr. BECK] 20 minutes. 

Mr. BECK. Mr. Chairman, 
• • • • • 

as I hinted before, the vulnerable heel of our form of govern
ment, otherwise as strong as Achilles, is the power of appropria
tion. Our fathers vainly thought they were creating a govern
ment of limited powers. If they were alive to-day, they would 
see that by the abuse of the power of appropriation, as to which 
the censorship of the judiciary is impracticable, we have become 
a Government of unlimited power, with socialistic character, 
almost as great as that of Russia. itself in its intimate meddling 
into the life of the individual and his activities. That has led to 
the creation of 150 bureaus, at least 50 of which have no possible 
sanction in any grant of power in the Constitution. [Applause.] 

• • • • • • • 
There is a second suggestion that I want to make, 1n which 

respect I think the Executive has a greater responsibility than 
we have, and I want to commend this to the attention of the 
Executive. 

It can not be questioned, since the removal-from-office case 
of Meyers v. The United States (272 U. S.), which I happened 
to argue, that the President has the constitutional power to 
remove, a. power which can not be controlled or restricted by 
Congress in any way. This high prerogative means that if the 
President deems it in the public interest that any member of the 
executive departments should be removed such is his power. The 
Supreme Court has so stated. 

This gave him a power, directly or indirectly, to remove any 
omcial in the executive department for whom the public service 
has no real need. 

• • • • • • • 
I say this as one who at four dtlferent times and under four 

administrations has served in the executive department of the 
Federal Government, that these departments all have upon their 
rolls many Government employees, some of whom have not an 
hour's work to do a day. They fool around in the corridors, 
speculate between themselves how to raise themselves 1n classi
fication, and in general k1ll time. 

Mr. BLANTON. I wonder why the President does not remove 
them? 

Mr. BECK. If the gentleman will a.llow me, that 1s exactly what 
I am commg to. I wish I had a little more tlme, because this 1s 
a feature of this economy program that has received very scant 
discussion and admits of a very summary remedy. 

Let me 1llustra.te by stating that in the administration of that 
great and wise President, Grover Cleveland, he knew that the 
departments had thousands of useless employees who were feed
ing at the public crib and doing little or nothing in return for 
their salaries, and he instructed his Secretary of the Treasury to 
make an examination of the Treasury Department. Secretary 
Carlisle did so, and as a result of a careful canvass he developed 
that there were some hundreds--! have forgotten how many
who had sinecures. Thereupon, one Monday morning, Secretary 
Carlisle removed these useless employees. 

• • • • • 
It the President would tell each member of his Cabinet to ap

point three discreet men to go through each department and 
ascertain the employees that did not have an honest day's work, 
it would develop at once why this Government is the most over
manned Government in the world, with its 800,000 civilian 
employees. 

The President, then, by the power of removal could eliminate 
the deadwood from the department. 

So you see, Mr. Chairman, I was not mistaken, for the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BECK] did argue to us 
on May 7, 1932, that by the" power of removal the President 
could eliminate all of the deadwood from the departments,'' 
and thus abolish all useless bureaus. 

It is the money the President asks for and gets us to 
appropriate that keeps alive the bureau. 

Now, it is too late for the President of the United States 
to come in, three months before he goes out of the White 
House, and say, "I want to consolidate and I want to 
abolish." He has had an opportunity continuous for four 
years to do it, and he has not done it. 

I want to remind the country of the fact that in the last 
Congress our distinguished chairman of the Committee on 
Appropriations, JoE BYRNS, of Tennessee, proposed a con
solidation of the War Department and the NavY Depart
ment into one department of national defense, which would 
have saved at least $100,000,000; and when the Economy 
Committee of the House was favorable to his proposition, 
it was the President's departments that killed it. It was 
the Members of his Cabinet that came up on this Capitol 
Hill and stopped it. Had it not been for the influence of the 
White House and the influence of the President's Cabinet, 
that consolidation would have been passed in the last Con
gress and would have saved the people of this Nation 
$100,000,000 a year. 

There were various consolidations proposed by our splen
did Economy Committee which were fought by the Presi
dent's Cabinet and by his influence stopped here in this 
Chamber. 

I want to remind the country of the fact that for the last 
three fiscal years the President of the United States could 
have had his Budget presented to the Congress with recom
mendations for appropriations in the supply bills that 
would not have amounted to over $3,000,000,000, if he had 
deemed it necessary. Will anyone deny this? I yield to any 
Republican on the floor who wants to deny it. 

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Just a minute. 
Mr. BLANTON. I yield to my distinguished friend from 

New York. 
Mr. CLARKE of New York. I thank the gentleman. Is 

it not true, after all, that in this Congress of ours, during this 
session, the Democrats have been in control by a substantial 
majority in the House, with a Democratic Speaker in the 
chair, the Democratic Vice President elect? And why is not 
the responsibility as well there with respect to cutting down 
appropriations? 

Mr. BLANTON. I will answer that question. I can not 
yield further. I shall yield later. 

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Well, answer the question. 
Mr. BLANTON. I am going to answer the question. 
Every economy proposition that was presented here, with 

our small majority of three or four votes in the last session, 
was objected to by the Republican organization on this 
floor. Our proposal to cut the expenses of the Government 
by a certain percentage was opposed and defeated on this 
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:floor by the Republican organization, at the instance of the 
President, and the so-called President's plan was put in 
operation here on this t~oor because we did not have the 
necessary votes to pass measures over his veto. We did, 
however, succeed in reducing the President's Budget and 
we appropriated $334,000,000 less than he asked for, and 
we saved that amount for the taxpayers of the Nation. 

If the President of the United States had the power_ 
and privilege of sending us a Budget that embraced recom
mendations for only $3,000,000,000 during the last three 
years, why did he not do it? Why did he ask for over $4,-
000,000,000 for each of the last three years? WhY, just be
fore he goes out of office, does he now send us a Budget that 
proposes to cut $800,000,000 from the expenses of this Gov
ernment? Why did he not send us such a Budget last year 
for 1933? Why did he not send us such a Budget for 1932? 
WhY did he not send us such a Budget for 1931? I ask you, 
in all decency, why did he not do it? 

Mr. BLA,CK. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BLANTON. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. BLACK. The President has reformed. 
Mr. BLANTON. He realizes that we Democrats are going 

to reduce expenses. Therefore, I say that when we get a 
Budget that is camouflaged and painted and demagogued, 
we have a right t·o discuss it on this floor. 

Talk about debt cancellations. Talk about another mora
torium. I want to remind my friend from New York [Mr. 
FisH] and I want to remind the Republic of France that I 
was in this Chamber back at the time just after we had 
entered the war, and I saw come upon the Speaker's stand 
the head of the French High Commission. 

I heard Premier Viviani speak from. that stand after he 
had kissed Uncle Sam on both cheeks and the flag, with 
tears in his eyes. Speaking for the commission, he said that 
France would never forget what this country had done for 
France when we agreed to loan them the money they needed 
and to send them man power across the seas, and that 
France would repay us with interest. 

I remember that we paid France for every soldier we sent 
across in her ships to save her Republic. I remember that 
we paid France for every damage that we did to her high
ways when our caissons passed along in her own defense. I 
remember that we paid her for every tree that was scarred, 
for every imaginable damage that could be thought of after 
the war ended. I remember that it was the American sol
diers of this country who went to help France and save the 
civilization of the whole world. 

I say -that it does not become France now to forget all 
this. If she does not want to pay on December 15, let her 
default-but she will never refuse to pay. If she should, 
it would behoove this Congress to make it a penitentiary 
offense for any American national to loan another dollar 
to the French Government or to a French national. [Ap
plause.] That is the way I feel about it. 

I can not forget what was done in the vacation which 
preceded the last session, when the President had a hurried 
conference with a few Members who could not speak for 
this Congress. There is no power on God's earth that can 
speak for this Congress in vacation. It takes legislation in 
an orderly way, brought upon this floor in an orderly way, 
and passed in an orderly way under rules and regulations 
that have been in force for 150 years. That is action by the 
American Congress, and nothing less than such action by 
this Congress can bind the Representatives of the people of 
this country. 

I remember that the President promised a moratorium 
to Europe in vacation. I remember that when that Congress 
met, they came on the floor and asked us to support our 
Government from being embarrassed abroad and said that 
we must approve of what had taken place to save the Presi
dent embarrassment. I say that the President ought not 
to do it any more, and that no other President should do 
it any more. 

I say that the people are against cancellation. The people 
did all that they should do when they reduced the debts in 

the first instance and accepted a reduction to about 30 cents 
on the. dollar. 

They should not forget that we then held good notes. 
No better obligations could have been drawn by the best 
international lawyer known to this. countrY than the ones 
we held before settlement providing for the payment of in
terest and everything else-and Congress set aside those 
flOOd notes and refunded. 

I remember that there was a business man in my town 
who had been in the drug business. He lost everything he 
had and gave up his business to his creditors. He even 
gave up his home. He left his wife and children without 
a roof to cover their heads. He gave up everything he 
had to his creditors to try and satisfy his debts. A friend 
of his staked him to a little money, and he went down to 
Fort Worth and opened a drug store. When this committee 
that was soliciting for the purchase of Liberty bonds came 
around they told him that they had assessed him to pur
chase $5,000 worth of bonds. He said he could not do it. 
They said, "You have got to do it." He said, "Let me ex
plain," but they would not hear any explanation and walked 
out. They did not know his circumstances, yet they would 
not listen to him. The next morning when he came down 
to open -his store, he found that the whole front of the 
store and his sidewalk were painted in yellow stripes. 

He was called "yellow," to all his neighbors and friends, 
because he could not meet the assessment and buy $5,000 
worth of Liberty bonds. That was the kind of sacrifice 
that the people of America made when they sent these bil
lions to Europe, and I am not ever going to vote to further 
reduce that debt one penny, and all this talk about a new 
debt funding commission ought to stop. We ought to stop 
it here, and we ought not to permit it to go on in the coun
try. Whenever you trace it down, you will find an interest 
represented that owns international securities that were 
bought for a mere song and pittance, which, if we refund or 
reduce the indebtedness of the European countries, would 
rise in value on the stock markets and make the holders of 
them fortunes overnight. In the interest of those few, all 
this talk is being carried on in this connection, here and in 
the press, about canceling debts. 

I do not often agree with William Randolph Hearst. I 
could not agree with him on his sales-tax proposition. I 
refused to go on his junketing trip to Canada. I do not 
agree with him on some other propositions. I do agree 
with him when he makes a fight for the people of the United 
States against debt cancellation. It is a splendid fight that 
he is making, and he has the backing of the people of this 
country on that subject. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 
Mr. COLE of Iowa. In discussing the moratorium, did 

not the gentleman forget the fact that the President, before 
he issued the order, wired every Congressman and got his 
consent? 

Mr. BLANTON. Is my friend, who has been a long time 
here and a valuable legislator, in favor of legislating by 
telegraph? 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. No; but this was an emergency, and 
it was necessary to act instantly. 

Mr. BLANTON. Then he ought to have called this Con
gress into session. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. But there was no time for that. 
Mr. BLANTON. He ought to have called this Congress 

together, because this Congress can not act except in session 
under its rules. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. There was no time for calling it to
gether, and it was an emergency, and before the President 
acted he was considerate enough to wire eve1·y Member of 
Congress, and he received the wired consent of a vast ma
jority of the Members that they would support the act. 

Mr. BLANTON. I do not care if he received the consent 
by telegraph of every Member of this Congress. He did not 
have the constitutional authority to act. There are three 
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separate and distinct branches of this Government-the 
executive, the legislative, and the judicial-and the execu- · 
tive department has no right to invade this Chamber, this 
Capitol, either side of it, and perform the functions of the 
House and the Senate. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. The gentleman received one of those· 
telegrams, did he not? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; I did, and I answered it immedi
ately and told him that I refused to give my vote for any 
kind of a moratorium. I insisted that our own people must 
be looked after. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 
minutes to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BEcK]. 

Mr. BECK. Mr. Chairman, before beginning I ask unani
mous consent to revise and extend my remarks in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. BECK. My colleagues of the House of Representa

tives, I want to challenge your very earnest consideration 
this afternoon to a question of profound import, not merely 
in respect to any pending proposed amendments to the 
Constitution, but as to any future amendments in the un
known future. I am one of those who believe that within 
the next 25 years this country is destined to undergo many 
constitutional changes of profound importance, and, there
fore, it is a matter of great concern as to what the Con
stitution meant in respect to Article V and its amending 
process, if Congress should follow the almost novel course 
of recommending the ratification of any proposed amend
ment to conventions to be held in the several States. It 
may be conceded at the outset, and I shall amplify the 
thought in a few moments, that that portion of Article V 
in respect to the manner in which these conventions shall 
be held, if Congress shall select that method of ratification, 
is a casus omissus in the Constitution, and the significance 
of that omission must be supplied by resorting to other 
cognate provisions of the Constitution, and above all, to the 
history of the Constitution- and the powerful searchlight 
that it throws upon the meaning of the Constitution in this 
respect. 

I shall attempt to reply to-day to a brief that was recently 
written by a distinguished member of the bar, who I am 
rejoiced to see is present on the floor; and at the conclusion 
of my remarks I shall ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Mitchell Palmer's brief may be printed in the CoNGREs
SIONAL RECORD, so that those who care to study the ques
tion in print may have the opportunity of reading both 
sides of a profoundly interesting question. I admit at 
the outset that our unintended debate is an unequal match, 
not only because Mr. Mitchell Palmer has had the great 
distinction of being Attorney General of the United States
and I was only Acting Attorney General of the United States 
for two periods of time-but also because the brief, judged 
intrinsically, is one of very great power. I know of no mem
ber of the bar of this country who could have written an 
abler argument in support of his thesis, which I shall pres
ently outline. In fact, I may confess that, while I com
menced the reading of his argument with a strong prepos
session in favor of what I would regard as an old-fashioned 
conception of the rights of the States in the matter of 
amending the Constitution, yet when I had read his brief I 
was greatly perplexed. I could not for the moment see an 
adequate reply to his conclusions, and temporarily I could 
say, as I think Agrippa said to St. Paul, "Almost thou 
persuadest me to be a Christian." But after I had read the 
brief and had considered it further, and especially had con
sulted the historic precedents, and that which is to me of 
greater importance, the cognate phrases of the Constitution, 
which are designed to carry into effect at least similar objec .. 
tives, I reached the conclusion that the conclusions reached 
by our distinguished ex-Attorney General were not a true 
interpretation of the Constitution. 

For another reason this debate is an unequal one, nut only 
for the reason that I suggested, of the eminence of Mr. 
Palmer at the bar of the country, but also for the fact 
that his brief is a very carefully and deliberately prepared 
one, while I shall speak wholly extemporaneously. Let me 
say that he did the country a great service in writing that 
brief. There has grown up in the last 10 year.s, due to the 
eighteenth amendment, a sentiment that if any further 
modification or repeal of the Constitution be attempted it 
must be by conventions, as more directly and authoritatively 
representative of the will of the people than a legislature. 
The two great parties have pledged themselves that any 
repeal of the eighteenth amendment shall be by the conven
tion method; and as the country was ignorant of the impli
cations of that method of ratification, it was Mr. Palmer's 
great service to his day and generation to bring to the 
attention of the country the very important fact that if we 
do decide, in attempting to repeal the eighteenth amendment 
or in proposing any amendment, to choose the convention 
method as a source of ratification, exactly what that im
plies as to the relative powers of the constituent States and 
of the Federal Government. Therefore, I regret that I am 
approaching the subject in an extemporaneous speech and 
matching it, with great diffidence, against the brief that has 
been prepared with the greatest care; yet I shall nevertheless 
proceed in the hope that the Members of the House will 
give me their close attention to what is an abstruse question 
and to some references to history that seem to me to throw a 
very strong light upon the question. 

Let us in the first place read the pertinent section -of the 
Constitution. It is very familiar to you all, but in this dis- 
cussion the exact language must be borne in mind. Let me 
sa-y in that connection that we are enjoying the rare privi
lege of discussing a constitutional question of first impres.
sion. Ordinarily, at this late period in the Republic's 
growth, when we try to discuss any constitutional question, 
we have to dig down through successive strata of judicial 
decisions, especially of the Supreme Court of the United 
States; and as those of us who are familiar with that class 
of legal work well know, the commentators of the Supreme 
Court often do more to obscure the text than to clarify it; 
and if we could only rely on the virgin text, it would often 
be easier to reach a conclusion as to what the founders of 
the Republic really meant, than to read the lengthy com
mentaries of later generations. This is true of all commen
taries. 

Here, however, the question, as I have said, is one of first 
impression. This is the way Article V reads: 

The Congress, whenever two-thirds of both houses shall deem 
it necessary, shall propose amendments to this Constitution, or, 
on the application of the legislatures of two-thirds of the several 
States, shall call a convention for proposing amendments, which, 
1n either case, shall be valid to all intents and purposes, as part 
of this Constitution, when ratified by the legislatures of three
fourths of the several States, or by conventions 1n three-fourths 
thereof-

Mark these words-
as the one or the other mode of ratification may be proposed by 
the Congress. 

And there it ends, except for a final provision which is 
not pertinent to this inquiry. 

It will, I am sure, be conceded that there is no express 
suggestion of any superadded power. It does not say that 
when the method has been selected by the Congress there 
shall be any further power of Congress to interfere with the 
States as they proceed to call the conventions~ either to 
ratify or to refuse to ratify a proposed amendment. Con
gress can not supervise the holding of these conventions as 
an implied power, for there is no express power upon which 
the regulation by Congress of the conventions can be grafted. 

Now let us consider that clause in connection with two 
other provisions of the Constitution, in which you will ..find 
that the Congress did particularly specify in one instance 
that there should be a supervisory power on the part of the 
Congress and in the other negatived any idea of any such 
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supervisory power. I now read Article I, section 4, in respect 
to the election of Members to the House and to the Senate. 

The times, places, and manner of holding elections for Senators 
and Representatives shall be prescribed in each State by the legis
lature thereof; but the Congress may at any time, by law, make 
or alter such regulations, except as to the place of choosing 
Senators. 

Therefore, you see those wise men of the Constitutional 
Convention, when they intended primarily to leave to the 
States the times, places, and manner of selecting their Rep
resentatives or Senators, ve1·y carefully provided for the kind 
of supervisory-one might call it veto-power in the Con
gress to determine whether such regulations met the 
national necessities. 

Now you come to another provision, Al'ticle II, section 1, 
and I attach a great deal of importance to this. It refers to 
the election of a President. 

Each State shall appoint, in such manner as the legislature 
thereof may direct, a number of electors equal to the whole num_. 
ber of Senators or Representatives to which the State may be 
entitled in the Congress-

Then there is added that-
no elector shall occupy any omce of trust. 

Now please note that when the so-called Electoral College 
meets in each State, it is a "convention" of such State. 
The mere fact that you call it, in analogy to the electoral 
college of the Holy Roman Empire-and that was probably 
the way the term came into existence-an electoral college 
can not alter the fact that the people in each State, for a 
purpose of only less importance than an amendment of the 
Constitution, provide in the matter of next greatest impor
tance, the election of a President, that there shall be a con
vention in each State, composed of so-called electors, and 
as to that it sars: 

Each State shall appoint 1n such manner as the legislature 
thereof may direct, a number of electors-

And so forth. It would have been easy for the framers of 
the Constitution to say, "Provided, nevertheless, while the 
people may have the power to select electors in any manner 
as its legislature may provide-because they could be selected 
at large-yet the Congress shall have supervisory power in 
the event that it is not pleased with the nature of the 
regulations of the State legislature in the matter"; but 
they did nothing of the kind. They did it as to the Mem
bers of the House and Senate, reserving the power to super
vise the power of the States to choose the times and the 
manner of electing Representatives and Senators, but not 
the place for the election of Senators, that being expressly 
excluded; and as to the other State conventions, the electoral 
college, they provided that the legislature of each State 
should have the right and only the right to determine the 
method in which those electors should be provided. And 
this was left unchanged in the twelfth amendment to the 
Constitution. 

Now, therefore, it was not so much of a casus omissus 
as at first might seem to be the case; that when the 
framers came to conventions to ratify the Constitution they 
said nothing in respect to the manner of the selection by the 
States of members of the convention, because they had care
fully limited the power of Congress to one thing and one 
thing alone-and that was the selection as to which of the 
two agencies should ratify an amendment, the one being 
the existing legislature of the States and the other conven
tions especially called for that purpose. 

It is argued in Mr. Palmer's brief with a great deal of 
force that any precedent born of the fact that that was the 
course that was followed when the original Constitution 
was submitted to the State conventions is not of importance, 
because our present Constitution was not in existence and 
therefore Article V did not apply; but I think that argument 
is only a partial answer to what I am going to call the 
historical argument, because I may remind you that there 
was a constitution then in existence, and therefore what 
the Fathers did in the matter of ratifying the Constitu
tion of 1787 throws a powerful searchlight upon what they 
intended when they said that they could prescribe conven-

tions as a method of ratification and said nothing more, 
because they were thinking in terms of existing political 
acts. They were following a path that they had already 
beaten. 

Let us see whether that is not true. The Government of 
the United States in 1787, when the Constitutional Conven
tion met in that year, was under a constitution called the 
Articles of Confederation. The amending clause of that 
constitution provided as follows: Having stated that the 
Articles of Confederation shall be "inviolably observed" by 
every State and " the Union shall be perpetual," added: 

Nor shall any alteration at any time hereafter be made in any 
of them-

That is, the articles-
unless such alteration be a.greed to 1n a Congress of the United 
States and be afterwards affirmed by the legislatures of every 
State. 

That is similar to that which is embodied in article 5. 
Although article 5 was much expanded, as will presently ap
pear, it followed the main outlines: That any amendment 
to the Articles of Confederation should first be proposed in 
Congress, then be ratified by the legislatures of the several 
States. 

It might have been argued then, as Mr. Palmer argues 
now, that the then existing Congress, because there was a 
Congress then before the Constitution, could have said: 
" We will provide the method whereby the States shall 
ratify." I do not mean the decision to submit, but the 
manner, the time, or other details of the process of ratifi
cation by State legislatures. But let us see what they did 
do. When the constitutional convention completed their 
draft of the Constitution they passed this resolution: 

That the preceding Constitution be laid before the United 
States in Congress assembled, and that it is the opinion of this 
convention that it should afterwards be submitted to a conven
tion of the delegates chosen in each State by the people thereof 
under the recommendation of its legislature for their assent and 
ratification, and that each convention assenting to and ratifying 
the same should give notice thereof to the United States in 
Congress assembled. 

Therefore the moment the new Constitution was formu
lated, on September 17, 1787, Madison, Gorham, and King 
proceeded to New York where the Congress was in session. 
They at once laid the Constitution before the Congress. 
Immediately it developed considerable opposition, led chiefly 
by Richard Henry Lee, of Virginia, and by Nathan Dane, 
of Massachusetts. 

But finally the Congress adopted what was apparently 
agreeable and consistent with their political conception of 
a way to adopt a new constitution. In other words, they 
simply submitted to each State the question whether it 
would or would not ratify the proposed new Constitution, 
and the States thereupon proceeded in their own way to 
elect the delegates and to take such action as they thought 
proper. 

That being true, you then see the habit of mind, and no 
other habit of mind was conceivable at that time, that 
when they wrote into the Constitution this provision that 
there could be a right in Congress to select a method of 
ratification but said nothing further as to any power of 
Congress to supervise the details of such ratification, they 
were acting with a conception of sovereign States, not as 
old then as now, but then in its pristine purity and strength. 
In other words, they were thinking along the lines of a 
union, of an "indissoluble union of indestructible States," 
where if any attempt were made to change or modify the 
organic instrument of government, which united the other
wise sovereign States, that, of necessity, it would have to 
go back to those States, and then they would in their own 
residual capacity as sovereign States determine whether 
any amendment to the Constitution should be adopted. 

It is undoubtedly true that the framers of the Constitu
tion thought they were liberalizing, and they were liberal
izing, the process of amendment by Article V. They knew 
at the time that the Constitution would undergo tremen
dous opposition in many States, as it did. They were then 
so widely divided as to the wisdom of the Constitution that 
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no single member had an unqualified opinion of its merits. 
They parted on that fateful day of September 17 with the 
profound conviction that, while they had worked hard, 
their work had been largely in vain; that at best they had 
only provided a temporary bridge to span the gulf of social 
anarchy that then prevailed. But they knew they had pro
vided a liberal power of amendment contra.sted with any 
existing power of amendment under the Articles of Con
federation, and therefore the two most profound students 
of government, James Madison, well named the "Father of 
the Constitution." and that acute thinker. Alexander Hamil· 
ton, of New York, argued in the Federalist papers that, 
while the States might not like the Constitution in all its 
aspects, an alternative and liberal method had been pro
vided whereby either the Federal Government could pro
pose an amendment or the States could propose an amend
ment, or even a constitutional convention of a national 
character could be called, to make good any existing de
fects in the document, to which they had given the loving 
labor of over four months. 

Therefore is it not a tremendous assumptiQll to say that 
while as to the election of Members and Senators Congress 
was given a supervisory power over the " manner and the 
times " of election, and while as to the convention of the 
electors to elect a President they gave no such supervisory 
power, but on the contrary affirmed in the most unmistak
able way that the electors were to be chosen by the people of 
the States in accordance with the laws of the States-that 
when they gave no power to Congress in respect to ratifying 
conventions, except to select the method of ratification, that 
nevertheless it must be implied that the Federal Government 
could thereupon, under the Constitution, take from them 
their electoral machinery, supervise the elections, and, in 
other words, make it in substance a Federal act and not the 
act of a sovereign State? 

In order to show exactly what Mr. Palmer's contention 
is let me read from his brief further. After referring to the 
fact that there is a very wide and considerable sentiment in 
this country in favor of a repeal or modification of the 
eighteenth amendment and that repeal is a matter of urgent 
and imperative necessity, he thus states his conclusion: 

The solution lies in the repeal of the eighteenth amendment 
which it is submitted may be p1·omptly accomplished by action of 
the Congress to that end. Thus, as it clearly appears from the 
foregoing, the Congress may, whenever it so determines, pass a 
resolution proposing the repeal amendment; such resolution may 
direct that the proposed amendment be submitted to conventions 
in the States; it may provide that the amendment shall be inop
erative unless acted upon by the conventions within a reasonable 
time which it may fix. 

Thus far I am in accord with him. 
Then he continues, and here is where I part company with 

my distinguished friend: 
It may prescribe how and when the delegates to the convention 

may be nominated and elected, the date on which such conven
tion shall be held in the several States, the number of delegates 
required to make a quorum, and the number of affirmative votes 
1;1ecessary to ratify the amendment submitted to such convention, 
and any other needful reqUirements. 

I want you to pause and get the full implication of that 
contention. 

It may prescribe " how and when the delegates to the 
convention may be nominated and elected." In other words. 
it can enter the State, exclude all its machinery of election, 
or any other method of determining the popular will, and 
say to the States, "Your will to the contrary notwithstand
ing, the Congress directs that you must elect these delegates 
in the way that we prescribe," prescribing the qualifications 
of electors, within, of course, the limits of the Constitution 
under the fifteenth and nineteenth amendments. He claims 
that Congress may prescribe "the date on which such con
ventions shall be held in the several States, the number of 
delegates required to make a quorum." 

That is to say, the Congress could say that one-fourth of 
all the delegates would be a quorum. 

And the number of affirmative votes necessary to ratify the 
amendment submitted to such convention and any other needful 
reqUirements. 

In other ·words, he contends that Congress ma-y direct, 
mark you, that in this act of a sovereign State in determin
ing whether it will or will not accept an amendment to the 
Constitution which it is under no obligation to accept, a 
vote of one-fifth or any lesser percentage of the body of 
delegates might be regarded as a ratification of the Con
stitution. Of course, this is a literal implication, and I am 
sure Mr. Palmer never intended such an extreme, but with 
great intellectual courage he was carrying his idea to its 
logical conclusion. 

To read such a meaning into the Constitution would be, 
indeed, to write a new one and to cross a fateful Rubicon. 

Let us in a few minutes consider the decisions of the 
Supreme Court, because much of Mr. Palmer's argument is 
based upon what I may call fugitive expressions of that great 
court. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Would it interrupt the gentleman if I 
~sked a question? 

Mr. BECK. Certainly not. 
Mr. MONTAGUE. Referring to the gentleman's state

ment as to the power of Congress to establish the convention, 
to conduct the convention, and operate it in every way, has 
the gentleman any doubt that if the Congress has that 
power it could prescribe the qualifications of the electors of 
the various States to elect the delegates to the convention? 

Mr. BECK. To my friend from Virginia I would say that 
it has, subject to limitations of the fifteenth and nineteenth 
amendments. 

The courts might well say, whatever Congress might pre
scribe as to the qualifications of the electors, it could not 
violate the fifteenth or nineteenth amendment. They were 
the only two I had in mind. Otherwise Congress could, on 
Mr. Palmer's contention, prescribe the qualifications of 
electors. If the state had a qualiftcation of a property 
nature or of an educational test, these could be swept aside, 
but as to the question -of color or sex, I imagine it would be 
said that the Congress could not, in the matter of electing 
delegates to a ratifying convention, transgress such limita
tions. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Congress can not violate the Consti
tution itself. 

Mr. BECK. Congress can not violate the Constitution in 
theory, but I have known it to be done. 

Now let us take the three cases that alone are pertinent. 
[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

the gentleman 30 minutes more. 
Mr. BECK. The first case that came up was the case of 

Hawke against Smith (.253 U. S.>. In that case the constitu
tion of Ohio had provided that the Legislature of Ohio could 
have no competence to ratify any constitutional amendment 
unless there had first been a referendum taken to determine 
the will of the people. The Supreme Court held that that 
was not valid in respect of an amendment to the United 
States Constitution, because the Constitution, desiring to pre
serve representative government, had prescribed conventions 
or legislatures, and if Ohio were allowed to limit tile power 
of ratification to a vote of the people, the principle of repre
sentative government would be destroyed. It would then be 
the direct action of the people. This is what the court said: 

The power to ratify a proposed amendment to the Federal Con
stitution has its source in the Federal Constitution. The act of 
ratification py the State derives its authority from the Federal 
Constitution to which the State and its people have alike 
assented. 

I am not dissenting to that statement of the Supreme 
Court, but I want to make one suggestion in connection 
therewith, and that is that the power of a sovereign State 
to ratify an amendment to the Constitution, while it has 
the Constitution as its source of power for the method of its 
exercise, yet in a larger sense the power of the State is not 
originally derived from the Constitution, and I say this for 
this reason. Unquestionably, when the convention of 1787 
agreed to the Constitution they did so for the purpose of 
prescribing in that instrument the limits of the power of 
the Federal Government, and therefore if any attempt were 
made to -add to or subtract from the fundamental eompaet 
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there was a right, quite irrespective of the Constitution, for Mr. OLIVER of New York. I think the confusion came 
any state to say: "That was not nominated in the bond; from the language in the decision that the legislature was 
we did not enter into any such compact and we will not performing a Federal function. 
agree to it." Mr. BECK. I am coming to that. · I have read the 

Therefore, bear in mind in the legal metaphysics of this Hawke against Smith decision, and now we come to what 
question that while the Supreme Court speaks of the source seems to me the very slender foundation upon which Mr. 
of ratifying power being in the Constitution, the power of Palmer's argument is built. Dillon v. Gloss (256 U.S. ReptsJ 
the constituent States to determine whether they will or involves this principle, whether Congress in proposing the 
will not ratify an amendment is antecedent to the Consti- eighteenth amendment could prescribe the time within which 
tution and grows out of their nature as sovereign States it must be ratified. The Supreme Com-t held that it could. 
that created a compact by their own voluntary act. The It held this for the reason that the process of ratification 
states are limited by the Constitution as to method and was obviously a thing related to a common and reasonably 
must accept the results of that method, but the process of concurrent decision of the people. It could not be by a 
accepting or rejecting amendments is a part of their people who were long since dead contributing one vote, and 
residual power. a later generation other votes. There must be ex necessi-

Mr. BANKHEAD. Would it bother the gentleman if I tate rei a period of time, reasonable in extent, so that 
interrupted him with a question? the will of the people could be concentrated upon a 

Mr. BECK. Certainly not. specific proposition, and, therefore, they said that it was 
Mr. BANKHEAD. Does the gentleman find any field for within the power of Congress to say that the amendment 

operation of the provisions of the tenth amendment to the could not be adopted unless ratified within seven years. I 
Constitution in connection with his argument, with respect am not quarreling with that decision. It was a decision 
to the reservation of the rights of the States when they are based on what was, as the court said, an incident · to the 
not specifically conferred on the Government? power of amendment by the States, that they must act within 

Mr. BECK. I thank my friend from Alabama for calling I a reasonable time, but I do call attention to the fact that the 
my attention to that, but even if Article X had never been Supreme Court in that case could have rested its decision 
ratified as an amendment to the Constitution, in the very upon a broader ground than it actually did, because, please 
nature of the Federal Government no change can be made observe, in the eighteenth amendment the 7-year clause was 
in the nature of that Government except with the consent of an integral part of the proposal. In other words, what Con
all the States, unless all the States have agreed upon some gress said was, that if the States are willing within seven 
lesser and easier method of ratification. That was the pur- years to ratify the eighteenth amendment, it shall be the law 
pose of Article V, and that is inherent in any federated gov- of the land. It was a part of the proposal submitted to the 
ernment. The right to insist upon the preservation of the States. However, the court did not base it on that ground, 
Constitution without amendment is an act of residual sov- and, therefore, I shall now read the ground upon which the 
ereignty and is only restricted to the extent that it is limited decision was based. I quote: 
by Article V. As my friend from Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD] As a rule, the constitution speaks in general terms, leaving 
points out, to "make assurance doubly sure, and (seem- Congress to deal with subsidiary matters of detail as the publio 
lngly) take a bond of fate "-although how feeble the interest and changing conditions may require, and Article V 1a 
bond is the future was to disclose-before the States would no excep:tion to the rule. Whether a definite period for ratifica-

tion can be fixed so that all may know what it is and speculation 
ratify, they wrote into the Constitution an amendment that on what is a reasonable time may be avoided is, in our judgment, 
all rights that are not granted to the Federal Government a matter of detail which Congress may determine as an incident 
are reserved to the States. Let me read the exact language, of its power to designate the mode of ratification. 

so that we may have it before us. It ought to be the Golden Please observe that it is an incident to the power to 
Rule of our dual form of government, but like other portions propose a method of ratification and nothing more. 
of the Constitution, it is getting to be, I fear, a rhapsody of Of course, the court there unquestionably held that for 
words. I read: the purpose of submitting in either form there was the 

Article X power to determine what was inherent in the submission, 
The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitu- a reasonable time within which the States should act. 1 

tion, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States 
respectively, or to the people. thought I had the clause before me where they speak of 

I am glad my friend from Alabama called my attention the Federal function. 
to it, because I would like to ask, Where is the power dele- Mr. LAGUARDIA. I have it here, and I shall read it if 
gated in the Constitution which -empowers Congress to go the gentleman wishes. 
into the States and tell them how they shall elect members Mr. BECK. Certainly. 
to a convention, in the highest, the most vital of all gov- Mr. LAGUARDIA. I read: 
ernmental matters, namely, the alteration of the funda But the function of a State legislature in ratifying a proposed 

amendment to the Federal Constitution, like the function of 
Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman Congress in proposing the amendment, is a Federal function 

derived from the Federal Constitution, and it transcends any 
limitations sought to be imposed by the people of the State. 

mental compact? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. 

yield? 
Mr. BECK. Yes. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. How does the gentleman reconcile That was contained in a very able brief filed by the United 

Hawke v. Smith (253 U.S. Repts.), to which the gentleman States Government in Fairchild against Hughes, and argued 
has just referred, with his interpretation and construction by one of the greatest Solicitors General that the United 
of Article X? States ever had, the gentleman who now occupies the floor. 

Mr. BECK. No reconciliation is necessary. It is quite I [Applause.] 
obvious that when the Constitution said there shall be two Mr. BECK. God forbid that I should be held responsible 
methods of ratifying, one by legislatures and one by con- for every quotation in every brief that I filed in the Supreme 
ventions, that it was not in the power of the State of Ohio Court of the United States, and I filed nearly 800 of them. 
to say, ''We want something more; we want a direct vote At all events, I was quoting that for the purpose that the 
of the people," because if there ever was a conception of Supreme Court presumably quoted it. I do not know how 
democracy to which the framers of the Constitution tenaci- many Members of the House heard my friend from New 
ously clung, it was that of representative government. They York, but that was the quotation for which I was looking. 
did not believe in direct government by the people, and per- What does it say? 
haps they were wiser than this day and generation. In all I want every Member to hear it, because the whole· argu-
events, no reconciliation is necessary. ment of Mr. Palmer is pyramided upon this expression: 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. BECK. Yes. 

But the function of a State legislature in ratifying a proposed 
amendment to the Federal Constitution, like the function of Con
gress in proposing the amendment, 1s a Federal function derived 
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trom the Federal Con.st1tut1on~ and. tt · transcends -any-limitations 
sought to be imposed by the people of a State. · · 

The Constitution undoubtedly gave the authority to the 
State legislature to ratify or reject a constitutional amend
ment. The Supreme Court calls that a "federal function."' 
I respectfully suggest it would be more accurate to say it is a 
" constitutional function of the State." It undoubtedly de
rives its authority from the Constitution, because only by 
virtue of the Constitution can three-quarters of the States 
ratify any proposed amendment. But there is a great abyss 
between a Federal function, meaning thereby a power granted 
either to the Central Government or to the states by the 
Constitution, and a Federal agency. If the legislature in 
ratifying an amendment is a Federal agency, in the sense 
that for that purpose it is an instrumentality of the Federal 
Government, there would be much force in the suggestion 
that there was unlimited power in Congress to control its own 
agency; but let us see how far that would lead us. If a con
vention is a Federal agency, because it performs in the man
ner prescribed a Federal function, then assuredly it is true 
that the legislature, when similarly engaged, is a Federal 
agency, and we are then in a blind alley, that in the most 
.important and vital, and I venture to say the most sacred, 
-of all fUnctions of the States, · as to whether they will or will 
not accept a modification of the fundamental compact, their 
legislature, representing the will of their people, has become 
a mere agency of the Federal Government. Then, what 
.follows? 

It follows, if that argument be correct. that thereupon 
Congress can say, "Yes, the Constitution made the legisla
ture of the State a Federal agency. We will therefore set 
up a legislature. We will determine how the members shall 
be elected to it. We will determine the manner and the 
time of its meeting. We can send a United States marshal 
to its sessions to sit beside the speaker of the house, or to 
sit in his place, perchance, to determine that that legislature 
shall carry out a Federal function." 

Remember, gentlemen, what I said before, that the power 
of the State to ratify an amendment to the Constitution, 
while as to the method of its exercising is a grant of con
stitutional power, yet it has by reason of its own reserved 
rights, the ultimate right to determine whether the compact 
into which it entered, shall be changed. I do not mean that 
it can in any way refuse to subject itself to the fifth 
article. That is not my meaning, but my meaning is that 
if every State of the Union were to assemble to-morrow and 
unanimously agree, without any action of Congress. that 
. they would change the Constitution, they could change it 
by such unanimous consent. Who could object, if all 
agreed? The moment you call our Government a unitary 
State, and not a feder~ted State, you have destroyed the 
dual form of government under which we live. The moment 
you say that the United States can dictate to or control a 
State legislature in the exercise of a reserved function, be
cause this power of ratification is a reserved function, 
although restricted by Article V as to method, that moment 
you have struck down the last semblance of authority of the 
sovereign State, and you have destroyed its conscious pride 
of sovereignty and overthrown the essential .nature of the 
Union. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BECK. I yield. 
Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. These State legislatures, of 

course, do not derive any power from the States, to ratify 
amendments proposed to the Constitution. Their power is 
derived, I believe, from the Constitution itself. Does the 
gentleman not think, as a matter of fact, under those cir
cumstances, that the State legislatures function as agencies 
of the Federal organization, as distinguished from agencies 
of the people, from which people they have never received 
any authority to act for them? I am not asking that ques
tion in a critical sort of way, but I would appreciate it, if 
it would not interrupt the gentleman's line of thought, to 
have him discuss that particular aspect of the matter. 

Mr. BECK. I would like to discuss it, but it draws me 
into the metaphysics of the question, and the framers of the 

Ctm$titution were · simple, plain, practieal men. J.ames 
Madison once said that whatever the merits or demerits of 
the Constitution might be, it was the work of " plain, honest 
men," and posterity has so far vindicated it. 

When they said~~ the legislature," they had in mind that 
the sovereign states, reserving all of their rights under the 
tenth amendment to their own ordered liberty, had legis
latures as a method of expressing the will of the people. 
.The Constitution gave them authority to ratify or refuse to 
ratify an amendment to the Constitution, but they would 
have had that authority if there had been no Article V, 
except that unanimous consent would have been necessary. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Does not the gentleman believe 
it would have been just as effective if the power to ratify an 
amendment had been given to the governors of the States 
or members of the courts? 

Mr. BECK. Yes; if the Constitution had so provided, 
but it did not. It said" legislatures" or" conventions." 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BECK. I yield. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. I am sure the gentleman does not de

sire to leave unchallenged the statement which he just 
made. Perhaps I misunderstood it, but the gentleman said, 
as I understood, that the States could, on their own initia
tive, if they unanimously decided, without following the pro .. 
cedure outlined in the Constitution, amend the Constitution. 

Mr. BECK. Yes. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Does the gentleman believe that? 
Mr. BECK. Yes. Of course, they could, just exactly as 

if a half dozen of us should make a compact and agree 
that no one could violate or add to that compact without 
the consent of all. Now, we might agree on a certain 
method of changing the compact; but if all of us agreed to 
change it we could do s~who could say then " nay "? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Did not that question come up in the 
.Constitutional Convention? 

Mr. BECK. I beg the gentleman's pardon. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Did not that question come up in the 

Constitutional Convention when the matter of the conven
tion was discussed, that is, petitioning for a national con
vention? ·And they protected themselves against the arbi
trary action of the States by requiring that it must be sub
mitted to the States for ratification, in the manner then 
provided in Article V. 

Mr. BECK. My friend may be right, but I do not think oo, 
because all the States had to agree to any change in the 
-constitution, under the Articles of Confederation, wh1ch 
preceded the Constitution_ If all the States said "We 
are not satisfied, we are going to change it," who is there to 
object? Who has any right under the provisions of the 
Constitution except the sovereign States that adopted it? 

Mr. SffiOVICH. Would it not still have to be in con
formity with the rules and regulations of the Constitutiun, 
even if by unanimous consent? 

Mr. BECK. Not if by unanimous consent. But now to 
return to my subject. 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Mr. Chainnan, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. BECK. I yield. 
Mr. OLIVER of New York. Is it not perfectly consistent 

with the gentleman's argument, with which I fully agree, 
that if the legislature performs a Federal function, ac
cording to that decision, that a convention, created by that 
same legislature, can perform that Federal function too; 
that is, ratify the constitutional amendment on behalf of 
the State? There is nothing inconsistent in that at all, yet 
I hear gentlemen say that the legislature which is created by 
the State can perform a Federal function, but that a con
vention created by the legislature can not perform a Fed
eral function. 

Mr. BECK. I take it if one is a Federal function the 
other must be. The only difference between the two is that 
in one case the legislature is existing and in the other the 
convention has to be called into existence. 

I have, in a very inadequate way, tried to explain my 
views, and now I am coming to the po~t I _ want to suggest, 
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which has nothing to do with the construction of Article V, 
but has a great deal to do with the question as to whether 
the ultimate question may not some day confront Congress, 
whether Article V itself ought not to be amended according 
to the processes of the Constitution. 

Now, Article V, as I said a little while ago, was deemed 
by those who framed the Constitution a most liberal method 
of amendment. Of course, to-day it is the most illiberal 
method of amendment, because it is obvious that 13 States, 
which combined may not have the population either of New 
York or Pennsylvania or Illinois, can block any constitu
tional reform, however important it may be. 

No man of intellectual honesty can deny that to enable 
13 States, with a combined population less than that of one 
State, to block the will of 35 States is a travesty on democ
racy. You can not reconcile it with any conception of 
popular rule. 

The reason they adopted it and thought it was extremely 
liberal was this, and you must take into mind the condi
tions that then prevailed-there were 12 States that formed 
the convention. Those 12 States were grouped as follows: 
There were three populous States, three commanding States. 
One was Massachusetts, the second was Pennsylvania, and 
the third was Virginia. New York, it may seem strange to 
say, was neither a small State nor was it a big State. The 
Fathers could not look into the future, wise as they were. 
They realized that if Massachusetts desired an amendment, 
within its orbit of influence, moving as satellites, would be 
New Hampshire, Connecticut, and Rhode Island; that Penn
sylvania had a commanding influence with Delaware and 
New Jersey, for they had originally been parts of Penn
sylvania; and that Virginia could dominate, or at least 
largely influence, South Carolina and Georgia. Therefore, 
if any amendment were necessary, and they realized that 
amendments would be necessary, and nothing was clearer in 
their minds than that the Constitution would necessarily 
have to be changed, these three States would have such a 
commanding influence by reason of their greater popula
tion and their greater material interests and the influence 
they had upon what might be called the lesser States, that 
they could readily secure a constitutional amendment, and 
the 10 amendments were thus adopted with comparative ease. 

Now, however, you have 48 States, and they never con
templated 48 states. Many of them, I say it with great 
l'espect, have almost artificial boundaries. I mean by that 
some are not States behind which is any great racial or 
historic tradition or defined by even natural geographical 
boundaries. They are more or less arbitrarily carved out 
of the vast territory west of the Alleghenies and ultimately 
west of the Mississippi. You, therefore, have the situa
tion I have outlined, and this gives the importance to Mr. 
Palmer's argument. I repeat again, in all sincerity, he did 
a great service in challenging the attention of the country to 
this question, because the people of this country will in
evitably be brought face to face with the question whether 
this Nation can continue to utilize Article V in view of the 
changed conditions in its present form. 

In the next 25 years, with the tremendous repercussion of 
the greatest catastrophe in the world upon our institutions, 
as upon every other institution there must be, if this Consti
tution of ours is to correspond with the changes of our 
people and its economic necessities, great changes in the 
Constitution. 

Do not think of the question in relation to the eighteenth 
amendment. Think of it in connection with changes that 
may be vital to the perpetuity of the Republic. Think of 
the propositoin that some wise amendment may be proposed 
and be made necessary by the imperative force of events 
and 13 States can stop it, 13 States which might because 
of its influence upon them more than upon other States 
object to it. It is conceivable in the future, long after you 
and I who are gathered together may " like streaks of the 
morning cloud have faded into the infinite azure of the past" 
that the failure to secure a needed amendment may threaten 
the · very perpetuity of the Union. 

LXXVI-9 

It may well be that the time may come when the Union 
will be endangered by the ability of one-tenth of the people 
of the United States to block and destroy any attempt 
toward constitutional reform. If we had not had so wise a 
Constitution, the situation would have been intolerable long 
since, but it may well be that in the critical days that are 
ahead of us Article V in its present form may prove a real 
menace to the future of the Nation. 

I have been giving some thought to this, and simply as a 
" trial balloon " I want to read you an amendment to 
Article V that I hastily drafted to-day, which I may some 
day offer as a joint resolution. I do not do this with any 
idea of seriously pressing it at this session, but I do believe 
that the grave importance of the question would justify every 
Member of this Congress in considering the proposition that 
I am now about to advance. 

I shall not trouble you by reading the merely formal part 
of any constitutional amendment, but it begins precisely as 
Article V. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 

gentleman 15 minutes additional. 
Mr. MICHENER. The gentleman has consumed one hour. 

I therefore ask unanimous consent that the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania may proceed for 15 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. ·Is there objection to the. request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BECK. This is my proposition: 
The Congress, whenever two-thirds of both Houses shall deem 11; 

necessary, shall propose amendments to this Constitution, or on 
the application of the legislatures of two-thirds of the several 
States, shall call a convention for proposing amendments, which, 
in either case, shall be valid to all intents and purposes as part 
of this Constitution. 

So far I am following the language of Article V. 
Now comes the change: 
When ratified by the legislatures of more than one-half af the 

several States, or by conventions in more than one-half thereof, as 
the one or the other mode of ratification may be proposed by the 
Congress, if the States so ratifying have a population at least 
equal to three-fourths of the entire population of all the States 
according to the enumeration of the last preceding census. 

Mr. MAY. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 
Mr. BECK. Certainly. 
Mr. MAY. I have listened with a great deal of interest to 

the splendid argument made by the gentleman and I have 
caught from his remarks all the way through that his speech 
is a defense of the independence of the States. Would not 
Article V, as proposed to be amended by the gentleman, tend 
to destroy in its entirety the freedom of all the States so far 
as amendments are concerned? 

Mr. BECK. I do not see it so, because if three-fourths 
of the people of this country desire an amendment they 
ought to have it. 

I remember speaking at a dinner in New York during the 
last campaign, at which Governor Smith and I were the 
speakers. Obviously it was not a political dinner. Governor 
Smith made the suggestion that a majority of the people of 
the United States ought to have the power to amend the 
Constitution. I could not agree to that, nor could I agree 
to the abolition of the States as the source of ratification; 
but I believe if a majority of the States think that any 
addition is necessary to the Constitution, and those States 
comprise three-fourths of the people of this country, then 
the will of the American people ought to be respected as 
declared by so largely a preponderating majority. 

Mr. MAY. Then the question of ratification of the 
amendment under the gentleman's proposal would depend 
upon the amount of population rather than the number of 
States? 

Mr. BECK. No; it has to be by a majority of the States. 
There are two clauses-first, a majority of the States must 
ratify, and then that majority must have three-fourths of 
the people of the country. 
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I have not destroyed ratification by the States. I have 

simply lessened the number of States that must ratify, pro
vided they have a preponderating number of the people. 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Will the gentleman yield for 
another question? 

Mr. BECK. I yield. 
Mr. OLIVER of New York. I think the gentleman has 

got away from the proposition of the Federal Government 
creating the convention. May I suggest that if we do cre
ate conventions by action of Congress, then we will have 
to hire the polling places ourselves, through some execu
tive officer, and we will have to hire election officials to con
duct the elections, or else ask the State election officials 
to voluntarily act? And even with the Federal convention 
system, the State election officials, by refusing to volunteer, 
can have as great veto power on the creation of the con
vention as the legisbture; in refusing to create the con
vention, they would have veto power on the adoption of the 
amendment. 

1\fr. BECK. Of course, it is possible for all the States 
to refuse to act at all, and, if course, failure to act is equiva
lent to a refusal to ratify, but there are limits beyond 
which government can not go. We must assume that the 
States, when an amendment is proposed to them, will, pur
suant to the high duty imposed upon them by the Con
stitution, proceed by their own electoral machinery to 
create the convention. 

Mr. CELLER. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BECK. Yes. 
Mr. CELLER. I take it the gentleman concedes that 

ratification, whether it is by State legislatures or by the 
convention method, is a Federal function. 

Mr. BECK. It is a Federal function, but that is a phrase. 
In other words, it is a constitutional function which in 
respect of that method of exercise has been created by the 
Constitution, but to call it a Federal function seems to 
imply that it is a function of the Central Government as 
contrasted with the constituent States. This, I do not 
acknowledge. In other words, a constitutional function can 
be the act of the States as well as the act of the Central 
Government, even though it is derived from the Constitution 
as a source. 

Mr. CELLER. Is it not even stronger than that, and has 
not the contention that it is a Federal function real teeth 
in it? In the Hawke case, which is the Ohio case, the Fed
eral authority, as stated in that opinion of the Supreme 
Court, had the right to prevent the State legislature from 
ratifying, together with the process of referendum. 

Mr. BECK. Yes. 
Mr. CELLER. In other words, even when the legislature 

process was used by Congress, the Constitution, indicating 
this was a Federal process, in so many words said that even 
if the State legislatures act, they could not saddle upon the 
situation the referendum and that, therefore, all the source 
of authority must come from Washington. 

Mr. BECK. From the Constitution. 
Mr. CELLER. From the Constitution and from Wash

ington, too, I would say. 
Mr. BECK. No; not from Washington. That is a very 

different p1·oposition. When you say from Washington, that 
is where I dispute the accuracy of the phrase " Federal 
function," when it is interpreted to mean Federal agency. 
It is not a Federal agency at all; it is a power of a State, 
confirmed to it by the Constitution. 

Mr. CELLER. But it is an act of the State in which the 
State is very well limited and circumscribed in what it 
may do. 

Mr. BECK. Yes. 
Mr. CELLER. For example, a State can not in its State 

constitution say that there can be no ratification by the 
legislature of a constitutional amendment until there has 
been an intervening election, so that the issue of the consti
tutional question might be raised among the voters of the 
States. The State authorities could not, even in the 
particular case, the name of which I do not recall, engraft 
upon the legislative process the fact that there had to be 

an intervening election. Do not those limitations bring home 
the inescapable conclusion that when you use the phrase 
"Federal function," you limit and circumscribe the State 
and give most of the authority, if not all the authority, to 
Congress? 

Mr. BECK. That is the whole question. I do not think so. 
Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BECK. Yes. 
Mr. SCHAFER. How would the gentleman's proposed 

amendment liberalize the ratification when you would still 
have a similar situation of 10 States with a total population 
less than that of the State of New York, having 20 Sena
tors as against 2 Senators for the State of New York, and 
still, under the gentleman's proposition, you have to have the 
ratification of the amendment by two-thirds of the mem
bership of the Senate? 

Mr. BECK. I do not think I quite gather the gentleman's 
question. I do not seek to make any change in the method 
of proposal. I believe it ought to be two-thirds of the 
House and two-thirds of the Senate. As to the composition 
of the Senate, that is another and a very ancient contro
versy, and, of course, it is one as to which Article V makes 
any amendment impossible. 

Mr. SCHAFER. In order to liberalize it, how could you 
provide for your basis of population regarding the submis
sion when you have a situation where 10 little States with 
less population in total than the State of New York have 
20 votes in the Senate with reference to submitting a pro
posal? You are not going to have a very liberal method 
of amending the Constitution when that situation exists. 

Mr. BECK. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the House 
for listening to me so attentively in a discussion of an ab
struse question. I had no intention of trespassing so long 
upon your patience when I took the floor, but I have said 
what I did because of my love of the Constitution of the 
fathers and my strong belief that it ought to be, and let us 
hope that it still is, what the Supreme Court called it, an 
"indissoluble union of indestructible States." I can not im
agine how the States could be more effectively destroyed 
than for the Federal Government to take from them the 
power to say whether the fundamental compact should be 
changed. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, under leave to extend my remarks in the 
RECORD, I include the following: 
BRIEF-THE METHOD OF RATIFICATION OF CONSTITUTIONAL AMEND

MENTS BY CONVENTIONS IN THE STATES, AND PARTICULA'itLY 'l'HE 
POWER AND DUTY 0 .. THE CONGRESS TO CREATE SUCH CONVENTIONS 
WITHOUT ACTION BY STATE LEGISLATURES 

INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 

The 1932 platform of the Democratic Party, after declaring 
that a party platform is a covenant with the people to be faith
fully kept by the party when intrusted with power, "sol
emnly promises by appropriate action to put into e1Iect the 
• • • repeal of the eighteenth amendment," and continues: 

"To effect such repeal we demand that the Congress immedi
ately propose a constitutional amendment to truly representative 
conventions in the States called to act solely on that proposal. 

"We w·ge the enactment of such measures by the several States 
as will actually promote temperance, effectively prevent the 
return of the saloon, and bring the liquor traffic into the open 
under complete supervision and control by the States. 

"We demand that the Federal Government exercise its power 
to enable the States to effectively protect themselves against 
importation of intoxicating liquors in violation of their Jaws. 

"Pending repeal, we favor immediate modification of the Vol
stead Act to legalize the manufacture and sale of beer and other 
beverages of such alcoholic content as is permissible under the 
Constitution and to provide therefrom a proper and needed 
revenue • • •." 

It will thus be seen that the primary purpose of the Democratic 
Party with reference to prohibition is "repeal of the eighteenth 
amendment." The party's plan for modification of the Volstead 
Act is only a "stop-gap" measure pending repeal and is favored 
expressly as a method of securing "proper and needed revenue." 

The Republican platform also favors the submission of an 
amendment repealing the eighteenth amendment. 

In one respect these platforms are in practical accord, as both 
propose ratification by .conventions instead of State legislatures. 
The Republican platform declares that the new amendment should 
be " promptly submitted to the States by Congress, to be acted 
upon by State conventions called for that sole purpose • • • 
and adequately safeguarded so as to be truly representative," and 
the Democratic platform demands "that the Congress immediately 



1932 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 131 
propose a constitutional amendment to truly representative con
ventions in the states called to act solely on that proposal." It 
will be observed that the Democratic platform follows the language 
of Article V of the Constitution when it proposes "conventions in 
the States ": while the Republican platform expresses the same 
purpose by declaring for " State conventions." 

Article V of the Constitution provides: 
" The Congress, whenever two-thirds of both Houses shall deem 

lt necessary, shall propose amendments to this Constitution, or, on 
the application of the legislatures of two-thirds of the several 
States, shall call a convention for proposing amendments~ which, 
1n either case, shall be valid to all intents and purposes, as part of 
this Constitution, when ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths 
a! the several States, or by conventions in three-fourths thereof, as 
the one or the other mode of ratification may be proposed by the 
Congress: • • •" 

With both parties committed by their platforms, as well as by 
the declarations of their presidential candidates to the submission 
of a repeal amendment in one form or another to conventions in 
the States, it is ob"1ous that no matter how the election may have 
resulted, the submission of an amendment would have necessarily 
followed. Its form, however, was determined by the election. The 
enormous majority with which the people elected the Democratic 
ticket must be construed as a mandate from the people to put into 
effect " by appropriate action ,. the principles which that party 
advocated in its platform. This is not a direet mandate to the 
present Congress whose Members were elected before it was uttered, 
but the reasoning of President Lincoln in a similar situation 
applies with equal force to the present. In 1864 the proposal of a 
constitutional amendment outlawing slavery had failed of passage 
1n the first session of the Congress, but after election, on December 
4, 1864, Mr. Lincoln, in his message to the Congress, said: 

" Hence there is only a question of time as to when the 
proposed amendment will go to the States for their action, and 
as it is to so go at all events, may we not agree that the sooner 
the better? It is not claimed that the election has imposed a duty 
on Members to change their views or their votes any further than 
as an additional element to be considered-their judgment may 
be affected by it." 

How the Congress should proceed to carry out this mandate 1s 
now the pressing question. H the Congress adopts the " stop
gap" measure pending repeal (modification of the Volstead Act), 
and such measure meets with Executive approval, a considerable 
revenue would become available to the Government. This result, 
however desirable, would fall far short of the chief purpose of 
both parties as stated in their platforms. Even accepting the 
highest estimate so far made of revenue resulting from the modi
fication of the Volstead Act, it would not be sufficient to balance 
the Budget. Other taxes or drastic economies in Government 
operation would be necessary. Such other taxes would be an 
almost intolerable burden upon a people already su1fering from 
overtaxation, and the far-reaching cuts in Government expendi
tures which would be necessary to balance the Budget will, 1t is 
generally admitted, be extremely difficult to secure in time to 
benefit the Government during the next fiscal year. Besides, a 
tax upon beer is a tax upon the workingman, its chief consumer. 
And thus the burden of sustaining the Government from this 
source of revenue would fall upon that class of the population 
least able to bear it, particularly in these times of widespread 
unemployment. 

Therefore, both because repeal is the primary purpose of the 
people as expressed by their vote on November 8, and because the 
revenue which would result after repeal would be collected from 
liquors and wines as well as beer and thus result in the taxes 
being paid in larger part by those most able to bear them, it seems 
the obvious duty of the Congress to proceed rapidly toward the 
objective of both parties; and, if a constitutional method can be 
found, to take such action as will make available for the next 
fiscal year the enormous revenues--approaching two billions of 
dollars 1 annually-to be derived from a tax on an liquors. 

Such a method is at hand. 
It seems to be generally assumed that it will take years to adopt 

any proposed amendment to the Constitution. This arises from 
the fact that ratification of amendments heretofore has frequently 
been long delayed because legislatures have been slow to a.ct, and 
ratification by State legislatures has been the method uniformly 

1 Malvern Hall Till1tt, wen known as a special writer on eco
nomic and social subjects for the New York Times, Herald Tribune, 
and Post, 1n his book The Price of Prohibition (Harcourt, Brace 
& Co.-1932) estimates (p. 41) the present annual national boot
leg bill at $4,414,390,520, more than two and one-half times the 
Nation's average annual drink bill in the years 1914-1916; and 
further estimates (p. 66), based on the preprohibition consump
tion in only 15 States and exclusive of receipts derivable from 
customs duties on imported wines and liquors and savings in en
forcement costs, the possible revenues from this traffic ·at $1,163,-
432,580--a sum approximately equal to the total Federal income 
taxes paid in 1930 and equivalent to three times the total Federal 
customs receipts in 1931. 

Clark Warburton, Ph. D., in his book entitled " The Economic 
Results of Prohibition" (Columbia University Press-1932), the 
latest of a series of studies in history, economics, and public law, 
edited by the faculty of political science of that university, esti
mates (p. 253) that the internal-revenue taxes only, exclusive of 
any customs receipts on wines or liquors based on returns of $4 
per gallon on spirits and $10 per barrel on beer, with correspond
ing rates on wine, would y1eld about $1,250,000,000. 

employed. But the proper use of the power to submit to conven
tions 1n the States, heretofore untried, will insure an early decision. 

The Congress enjoys the power to submit the proposed repeal 
amendment to conventions in the States called and held in pur
suance o:f congressional action and to require the vote of such 
conventions to be cast within any reasonable time-say, four 
months after the Congress adopts the necessary resolution
thereby making available, assuming the repeal amendment is rati
fied, these enormous revenues for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 
1933. Such action, wh1Ie unprecedented, would be plainly consti
tutional and responsive to the present national emergency. To 
the manner and 'means by which the Congress may effectuate these 
ends this memorandum is devoted. 

THE POWER OF THE CONGRESS 

Article V of the Constitution grants to the Congress a choice 
between two methods of ratification, (1) by legislatures of three
fourths of the States, or (2) by conventions in a like number of 
states. Nothing is said as to the manner 1n which the conven
tions shall be called, the delegates thereto elected and the like. 
Naturally as the convention mode of ratification has been in
dorsed by both major party platforms, legislators are now con
sidering whether provisions to this end should be made by the 
Congress or referred to the several Stat.e legislatures. It is ob
vious that if the Congress enjoys the necessary power, uniformity 
of procedure in the several States can be assured only through 
its action. No precedent exists to aid as a guide as all amend
ments heretofore adopted have been referred for ratification to 
the state legislatures. 

The resolutions introduced by Representatives Linthicum and 
BECK (H. J. Res. 208, 209) make no provision for the calling of 
the conventions or the selection of the delegates. They merely 
provide that the amendment proposed shall be valid " when rati
fied by conventions chosen for that purpose in the several States 
under the provisions of Article V of the Constitution." Ap
parently these resolutions contemplate that all necessary action for 
the calling of the conventions and the assembly of the delegates 
will be taken by the State legislatures. Even if this were proper. 
which is not free from serious doubt, other impelling reasons, such 
as the desire to secure uniform action in all of the States and 
the possibility that some of the legislatures could not act without 
long delay, while others might fail to take the necessary action, 
make it desirable to consider whether the Congress may or should 
provide 1n its resolution of submission all requirements for the 
calling and conduct of the conventions. 

Such a consideration requires a review of certain fundamental 
principles. 

The first of these 1s that the Constitution was established by 
the people acting as sovereigns of the whole country and that it 
is not a contract or treaty between the States. This principle has 
been established by a. number of decisions of the Supreme Court 
of the United States, quotations from a few of which are as 
follows: 

"The Constitution was ordained and established by the people 
of the United States for themselves, for their own government, and 
not for the government of the individual States." (Barron v. Bal
timore, 7 Peters, 243, 247.) 

" Here we see the people acting as sovereigns of the whole coun
try and, in the language of sovereignty, establishing a constitution 
by which it was their will that the State governments should be 
bound, and to which the State constitutions should be made to con
form." (Chisholm v. Georgia, 2 Dallas, 419, 471; 1 Curtis, 16, 60.) 

"The Constitution of the United States was ordained and estab
lished, not by the States in their sovereign capacities, but emphati
cally, as the preamble of the Constitution declares, by 'the people 
of the United States.' There can be no doubt that it was compe
tent to the people to invest the General Government with all the 
powers which they might deem proper and necessary; to extend or 
restrain these powers according to their good pleasure, and to give 
them a paramount and supreme authority." (Martin v. Hunter's 
Lessee, 1 Wheaton, 304, 324-325.) 

It necessarily follows as a second principle that the States, as 
such, possess no general or implied power with reference to 
amendments to the Constitution. Clearly the states have no 
such power unless it was delegated to them by the Constitution 
itself, and no such delegation is found therein. The Constitution 
in Article V provides the exclusive method of amendment. The 
fact that the legislatures of the States are named therein as the 
recipients of certain power is not inconsistent with the view Just 
expressed, because the legislatures when acting under the fifth 
article, act as the delegated agents of the people and not in their 
ordinary capacity as branches of the government of the States. 
The powers conferred upon the Congress and the legislatures by 
Article V are national political powers entirely outside the scope 
of the general legislative, executive, and judicial power conferred 
upon the United States and the similar powers reserved to the 
States. This has been established by decisions of the Supreme 
Court of the United States. 

That court has declared that the action of the Congress in 
proposing and submitting an amendment is not legislative and 
does not require the approval of the President (Hollingsworth v. 
Virginia, 3 Dallas, 378), and likewise that ratification by a legis
lature of a State is not an act of legislation. Hawke v. Smith 
(253 U.S. 221); Leser v. Garnett (258 U.S. 130). 

In the case of Hawke v. Smith, the question before the court 
was whether the action of the Legislature of the State of Ohio 
in ratifying the eighteenth amendment was invalid because not 
submitted to the reterendmn provided for by the State consti-
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tutton. The argument was made that the Constitution requires 
ratification by the legislative action of the States through the 
medium provided at the time of the proposed approval, and that, 
t h erefore, a provision in the constitution of the State of Ohio 
requiring the submission of a referendum to the electors of 
the question of ratification should be enforced. The Supreme 
Court, speaking through Mr. Justice Day, answered this argument 
in the following language: 

"This argument is fallacious in this-ratification by a State 
of a constitutional amendment is not an act of legislation within 
the proper sense of the word" (p. 229). 

This view was reiterated by the Supreme Court in a case involv
ing the ratification of the nineteenth amendment, Leser v. Gar
nett (258 U. S. 130), wherein the court said (pp. 136-137): 

"The second contention is that, in the constitutions of several 
of the 36 States named in the proclamation of the Secretary of 
State, there are provisions which render inoperative the alleged 
ratifications by their legislatures. The argument is that, by 
reason of these specific provisions, the legislatures were without 
power to ratify. But the function of a State legislature in ratify
ing a proposed amendment to the Federal Constitution, like the 
function of Congress in proposing the amendment, is a Federal 
function, derived from the Federal Constitution; and it transcends 
any limitations sought to be imposed by the people of a State." 
Hawke v. Smith, No. 1 (253 U. S. 221); Hawke v. Smith, No. 2 
(253 U. S. 231); National Prohibition Cases (253 U. S. 350, 386). 

The following language in the opinion of the Supreme Court 
in the recent case of United States v. Sprague (282 U. S. 716, 
733-734) gives further support to the view that the power of 
the Congress in this respect is not legislative but is a political 
power conferred by the people: 

" The tenth amendment provides: 
"'The powers not delegated to the United States by the Con

stitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the 
States, respectively, or to the people.'" 

Appellees assert this language demonstrates that the people re
served to themselves powers over their own personal liberty, and 
that the legislatures are not competent to enlarge the powers of 
the Federal Government In that behalf. They deduce from this 
that the people never delegated to the Congress the unrestricted 
power of choosing the mode of ratification of a proposed amend
ment. But the argument is a complete non sequitur. The fifth 
article does not purport to delegate any governmental power to 
the United States, nor to withhold any from it. On the contrary, 
as pointed out in Hawke v. Smith (253 U. S. 221) that article is a 
grant of authority by the people to Congress, and not to the 
United States. It was submitted as part of the original draft of 
the Constitution to the people in conventions assembled. They 
deliberately made the grant of power to Congress in respect to the 
choice of the mode of ratification of amendments. Unless and 
until that article be changed by amendment, Congress must func
tion as the delegated agent of the people in the choice of the 
method of ratification. 

The tenth amendment was intended to confirm the understand
ing of the people at the time the Constitution was adopted, that 
powers not granted to the United States were reserved to the 
States or to the people. It added nothing to the instrument as 
originally ratified and has no limited and special operation, as is 
contended, upon the people's delegation by Article V of certain 
functions to the Congress. 

The view of the Supreme Court that the fifth article does not 
delegate any governmental power to the United States applies with 
equal force to the States and their legislatures. In selecting the 
legislatures as the recipients of certain powers, with respect to 
amendment of the Constitution, the people merely adopted con
venient existing agencies of government as their agents for the 
exercise of a particular political power. 

From the foregoing it must be concluded that the fifth article 
does not contemplate that the States, acting in their sovereign 
capacities, shall have any influence or control over ratification. 
It contemplates only the expression of approval or disapproval by 
the people acting through representative assemblages, either the 
legislatures or conventions. No other power with respect to 
amendments was granted to the legislatmes. As already seen, 
they have no general power of regulation over the process of ratifi
cation. If the Congress selects the convention mode, such con
ventions have identically the same power as the legislatures would 
enjoy had they been chosen. District Judge William Clark, in biB 
exhaustive opinion in U. S. v. Sprague (44 Fed. (2d) 967, 975), 
aptly states that legislatures act as the general agents of the 
people and the conventions act as their special agents. 

These decisions also demonstrate that ratification, whether by 
legislature or by convention, is not a State act; further, that the 
ratifying body does not act as an agent of the State, since if it 
did, the right of the State to command or forbid action by that 
agent under particular circumstances, could not be doubted. If 
the question whether a particular proposed amendment should or 
should not be ratified were a question for the State to decide, no 
one could deny its power to control that decision. The Supreme 
Court, in determining that ratification is beyond State control, has 
determined that the question is not for the State, but for the 
people in the State. 

This determination necessarily includes a decision that the 
State, as such, has nothing to do with the process of ratification, 
since that process is held to be a Federal function and therefore 
one over which the State government can not in the nature of 
things have any power. If so, the State can not act in creating or 
maintaining the COJ?.Vention or in detern;lining how it shall oper-

ate. This leaves an inevitable dilemma-either the Congress h~ 
the necessary power or no one has it. That section of the people 
of the United States who happen to reside in a particular State 
have, as such, no organization. The Constitution nevertheless 
empowers the Congress to call upon them to act by a convention. 
They can not act unless some authority determines how the con
vention shall be chosen and shall operate. The State can not 
make this determination without exercising the control which the 
Supreme Court has determined it could not exercise. The Con
gress can make the necessary regulations as a normal part of its 
task of procuring the decision of the question of ratification by 
convention. As a necessary part of the performance of this Fed
eral function it can regulate and pay for the organization of the 
agencies which no other governmental body has power to set up. 

Aside from the pertinent decisions, it seems clear upon prin
ciple that State legislatures should have no power or control over 
the conventions. The Congress has the unrestrtcted choice of two 
modes of ratification. The convention method is not a mere mod
ification of the mode of ratification by legislatures. The two 
modes are entirely separate and distinct from each other. The 
selection of one is the rejection of the other. If the legislatures 
enjoy the power to prescribe the qualifications of the convention 
delegates, to supervise their selection and action in assembly, 1t 
necessarily follows that the legislatures could defeat the congres
sional reference to conventions through declining to act or by 
imposing conditions upon such conventions or their delegates as 
would reflect the views of the legislatures themselves. Such a 
theory would make the legislatures superior to the Constitution. 
It would render the Constitution inoperative. But the supremacy 
of any authority, acting in pursuance of power conferred by the 
Constitution. is not open to question. While no express power 1s 
delegated to the Congress to call conventions or provide for the 
assembly thereof, it has always been recognized that all powers 
necessary and proper for the execution of express powers are 
implied. 

The Supreme Court of the United States has said that "that 
what is implied is as much a part of the instrument as what is 
expressed." Ex parte Yarbrough, 110 U. S. 651. 658. It has ap
plied this principle to Article V by holding that the Congress, as 
an incident to its power to designate the mode of ratification, 
has the implied power to fix a reasonable period within which 
the legislatures must act. (Dillon v. Gloss, 256 U. s. 368.) It fol
lows that having the express power to choose the convention 
method of ratification, the Congress has, by implication, all pow
ers necessary and proper to make the exercise of its choice effec
tive and to assure that its selected course wlll not be frustrated. 
This necessarily would include the enactment of all appropriate 
provisions to enable the organization of the conventions as repre
sentative assemblages, able and qualified to receive and vote upon 
the proposed amendment. The Constitution expressly grants such 
power. Article I, section 8, clause 18, provides: 

"The Congress shall have power • • • to make all laws 
which shall be necessary and proper for carrying into execution 
the foregoing powers, and all other powers vested by this Constitu
tion in the Government of the United States, or in any depart
ment or officer thereof." 

The people did not delegate to the Congress, or any other body, 
power to elect their representatives to such conventions. The only 
way in which the people can select their representatives is by the 
right of sutrrage. The right of suffrage has always been protected 
against force and fraud; and the time, place, and manner of its 
exercise, its supervision by sworn officers and the certification of 
the result by public officers have always been prescribed by previ
ous law. While these laws, tn so far as they appertain to the 
election of Members of the Congress, have been enacted by the 
State legislatures, the Congress has the ultimate responsibility. 
Thus, section 4 of Article I of the Constitution provides in part: 

" The times, places, and manner of holding elections for Senators 
and Representatives shall be prescribed in each State by the legis
lature thereof; but the Congress may at any time, by law, make or 
alter such regulations, except as to the places of choosing Senators." 

To reason that while the Congress may choose the convention 
mode of ratification, it enjoys no power to cause the convening 
thereof, would render worthless the original power. It must 
therefore enjoy power to prescribe by resolution the time and 
place for the assembly of delegates to conventions, as well as to 
safeguard the exercise of the people's right of suffrage. In the 
exercise of that power the Congress may provide for the number 
of delegates to each convention, and, after having prescribed the 
method of their nomination, adopt for election purposes the 
establlshed machinery of the States for conducting elections, as 
well as the usual qualifications of electors in the several States; 
and for the assembly of the delegates at such time and place as 
may be fixed by the resolution. 

Any other position seems plainly opposed to the obvious intent 
of the Constitution. That intent was to offer two distinct and 
different methods of ratification: One by the legislatures of the 
States, elected for many other purposes, the other by the people 
themselves through conventions, elected for that purpose only. 

But how shall these conventions be called? How shall they be 
constituted? How many delegates or representatives shall they 
contain? When shall the conventions meet? How soon may they 
act? May they act by majority vote or is a greater proportion of 
those present necessary for action? On all these questions the 
Constitution is silent. Is it proper that questions like these shall 
be left for possible different determinations by the different legis
latures of all the States, or shall the Congress under its implied 
powers prescribe the uniform action to be taken. in all States? 
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For example, take the time element. In Dillon v. Gloss (256 

U. S. 369) the Supreme Court squarely ruled that the Congress 
has the power to prescribe the time within which the States must 
act upon a proposed amendment. There it was argued that the 
eighteenth amendment was invalid because in the congressional 
resolution proposing that amendment it was provided that it 
should be inoperative unless ratified within seven years. It was 
argued that the Congress had not power to control what the leg
islatures of the States shall do in their deliberation and that any 
such attempt to limit voided the proposed amendment. The court 
brushed these arguments aside and held that though the Consti
tution contains no express provision upon the subject, it was, 
nevertheless, a fair inference or implication from Article V that 
the ratification must be wtthin some reasonable time after the 
proposal which the Congress has the power to fix. The Supreme 
Court said (pp. 375-376): 

"Of the power of Congress, keeping within reasonable limits, to 
fix a definite period for the ratification we entertain no doubt. 
As a rule the Constitution speaks in general terms, leaving Con
gress to deal with subsidiary matters of detail as the public in
terests and changing conditions may require; and Article V is no 
exception to the rule. Whether a definite period for ratification 
shall be fixed, so that all may know what it is and speculation on 
what is a reasonable time may be avoided, is, in our opinion, a 
matter of detail which Congress may determine as an incident of 
its power to designate the mode of ratification." 

This autHoritative pronouncement of the Supreme Court indi
cates that the Congress has the power," keeping within reasonable 
limits," to prescribe the "details" involved in carrying out the 
general power granted to the Congress of directing how a proposed 
amendment be submitted for ratification by the people of the 
several States. If the Congress has the power to prescribe the 
time within which State legislatures must act on a proposed 
amendment, can there be any doubt that it has similar power to 
prescribe the time within which conventions in the several States 
must act on a proposed amendment whenever the Congress exer
cises its undoubted power and selects that mode of ratification? 
And subject to the limitation that such implied powers must be 
exercised "within reasonable limits," it seems clear that the Con
gress has power to prescribe the time when and the manner in 
which such conventions shall be chosen and shall function, and 
that such directions of Congress supersede and to that extent 
nullify all provisions in State statutes or State constitutions in 
conflict with the congressional fiat upon the subject. (Hawke v. 
Smith, 253 U. S. 221.) These matters are just as clearly "de
tails " incident to the exercise of the power expressly granted 
to the Congress by Article V, viz, the power to direct that a pro
posed amendment shall be submitted to conventions in the States 
for ratification. 

It has come to be generally accepted that the framers of the 
Constitution used no langu~ge without a definite purpose in mind. 
If they had intended that amendments should always be in the 
control of the legislatures, why did they provide for conventions 
at all? For it is obvious that the constitutional method of ratifi
cation by conventions could be entirely nullified by the legisla
tures of the States either by refusing to call the convention, by 
delaying action, or by legislation, which by a gerrymandering of 
districts, or otherwise, would make these conventions anything but 
"fairly representative" of popular will. The net result would be 
that only one method of ratification-that by the legislatures-
would have been provided. It has been said " that the only 
restriction on the States is that the convention shall be fairly 
representative." There is no such language in the Constitution. 
It must be an inference arising out of the plain constitutional 
purpose to provide two distinct methods of ratification. Senator 
BINGHAM, of Connecticut, in his resolution offered during the last 
session of the Congress, having in mind the possibility of obstruc
tive tactics on the part of the legislatures, provided that "con
ventions shall be composed in each State of delegates selected by 
a majority vote of the electors of the States." By thus requiring 
the election of delegates at large in all the States he hoped to 
prevent the legislatures from thwarting the will of the people by 
gerrymanders or other devices. There can be no doubt that the 
Congress has this power. But, if the Congress can restrict the 
action of States to " fairly representative " conventions, why can 
it not do everything it conceives to be necessary to the fair ex
pression of the popular will, untrammelled by any obstructive 
tactics imposed by the action or inaction of the legislatures? 

In the Constitution, every word must be given a meaning. 
Why did the framers of the Constitution say, "legislatures of" 
the States and "conventions in" the States? There is a vast dif
ference between "of" and "in." "Of" denotes a possessive char
acter, as "belonging to," "organized by" or "chosen for," and 
is much larger in its scope than "in" which refers to location 
and nothing else. The studied use of these two prepositions (en
tirely unnecessary if the Constitution had intended the whole 
procedure should be under the control of ' the regularly elected 
legislatures) plainly indicates a purpose that the two methods 
should be entirely distinct, neither dependent upon nor to be 
controlled by the other. The framers may have had in mind the 
very situation which is now generally (though mistakenly) be
lieved to exist, that "ratification by State conventions obviously 
takes more time than ratification by State legislatures." It seems 
clear that the chief purpose of the framers of the Constitution 
was that the will of the people should be promptly determined 
and that it should not be thwarted by legislative bodies of the 
States. They took care of this possibility by retaining the power 
1n the Congress to employ the convention system. the only con-

stitutional restriction upon the action of the Congress being that 
these conventions should be held in the several States. 

Article V provides two distinct and different methods of ratifi
cation, either of which the Congress may adopt. One might be 
called the " slow " method, dependent for results entirely upon 
the action of the legislatures; the other the " quick " method, by 
which the Congress may put the matter directly up to the people 
to create conventions without intervention of the legislatures. 
What else could the framers of the Constitution have had in 
mind when they used the phrases " legislatures of " and " con
ventions in " the several States? It is conceivable that a situatiOn 
might arise when the very existence of the Government might 
depend upon the immediate amendment of the Constitution. 
Under such circumstances must the Government make its own 
life dependent upon the will of the legislatures, elected by the 
people for other purposes, or can it submit the question directly 
to the people by whom and for whom the Constitution was writ
ten to create and preserve the Federal Government? 

It will bear repetition that the amendment of the Constitution 
is a Federal function. It is not for the States, through their local 
governments, to say how it shall be done. In a case involving 
the method of ratification of the nineteenth amendment (Leser v. 
Garnett, 258 U. S. 130), Justice Brandeis said (p. 137) : 

" But the function of a State legislature in ratifying a proposed 
amendment to the Federal Constitution, like the function of Con
gress in proposing the amendment, is a Federal function, derived 
from the Federal Constitution; and it transcends any limitations 
sought to be imposed by the people of a State." 

The framers of the Constitution were admittedly a far-sighted 
body of men. May they not have foreseen the time when an 
emergency would arise which might require very prompt action? 
May not that have been their reason for providing that the only 
restriction upon the convention system of ratification should be 
that they be held in the several States, leaving to the Congress full 
power to provide the means and methods which would insure 
protnpt results? 

Such an emergency now exists. The Government for several 
years has been spending more than it has received, until the 
mounting deficit constitutes a menace to the stability of the Gov
ernment itself. If persisted in, one of two things must happen, 
either taxes must be enormously increased at a time when the 
people are already groaning beneath the burden of unprecedented 
taxation or the Government will reach a state of virtual in
solvency. This situation calls for prompt action. Meanwhile 
here is an outlawed traffic in liquor, with billions for private profit 
and not one cent for the Government which it defies. 

The solution lies in the repeal of the eighteenth amendment, 
which it is submitted may be promptly accomplished by action of 
the Congress to that end. Thus, as it clearly appears frotn the 
foregoing, the Congress may, whenever it so determines, pass a 
resolution proposing the repeal amendment; such resolution may 
direct that the proposed amendment be submitted to conventions 
in the States; it may provide that the amendment shall be inop
erative unless acted upon by the conventions within a reasonable 
time which it may fix; it may prescribe how and when the dele
gates to the conventions may be nominated and elected; the 
date on which such conventions shall be held in the several 
States; the number of delegates required to make a quorum and 
the number of affirmative votes necessary to ratify the amendment 
submitted to such conventions and any other needful require
ments. 

As a matter of fact, if the Congress passes any other kinds of 
resolution-for example, a resolution directing the amendment 
be passed upon by conventions in the States to be called under 
the authority of State officers or the legislatures of the States-
it will not only fail to meet the purpose of the two party plat
forms but it will disregard the obvious intent of the Constitution 
itself. If the Congress permits the State legislatures to determine 
all details required for the creation and conduct of the conven
tions in the States, it will ignore and fail to exercise the power 
which the people in the Constitution delegated to the Congress. 
By such action, as hereinbefore shown, the Congress would 
employ both methods of ratification-it would use both the 
legislatures of and conventions in the States. It is without 
power to do this, for the Constitution restricts the Congress "to 
one or the other mode." 

Prompt repeal of the eighteenth amendment, followed by fair 
taxes on vinous, spirituous, and malt liquors will put the boot
leggers' profits into the Federal Treasury. It will balance the 
Budget, secure the Government against the possibility of bank
ruptcy, and relieve the people .of further additions to the already 
intolerable burden of taxation. 

These conclusions are in nowise affected by the fact that the 
conventions in the original States which ratified the Constitution 
itself (before amendment) were called by the legislatures of the 
pre-Constitution era. That action was not taken pursuant to any 
governing instrument; and that course was followed as a practical 
and proper method at the time. The course selected was had 
pursuant to a resolution of the constitutional convention under 
which the president of the convention transmitted the Constitu
tion to the Congress organized under the articles of confederation, 
stating, among other things, that it should be " submitted to a 
convention of delegates, chosen in each State by the people thereof, 
under the recommendation of its legislature, for their assent and 
ratification." That mode of procedure was adopted. 

The Constitution provided in Article VII that the ratification of 
the conventions of nine States should sufil.ce to establish the 
Constitution between the ratifying States. This ratification was 
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effected in the most practical way by a reference to the people 
themselves, through conventions, and hence does not compare with 
the problems involved in the construction of the provisions of 
the Constitution itself by which the people vested certain of their 
authority in the Congress. 

It will be said that the details of setting up machinery for the 
election of delegates and the assembly of conventions are too com
plicated for the Congress to cover by resolution in such manner 
as to apply to 48 States. This criticism 1s a confession that the 
Constitution is not workable or that the Congress 1s incompetent 
to carry out its provisions. It is without merit. 

It would, for example, be within the power of the Congress by 
its resolution to provide that the elections for delegates should 
be held in every State at the polling places and conducted by the 
election officers where and by whom the election of November 8, 
1932, was conducted, with suitable provisions for filling vacancies. 
Objection had been made that if that were done, there might be 
election districts where the election officers would not serve, or 
States which would refuse to allow their election officers to serve. 
It is obvious that if such a situation should arise it would be only 
in a district or State strongly opposed to repeal and the result 
would simply be the failure of such a State to be counted in the 
final number ratifying. It would, at the worst, raise only the same 
situation as would be presented if the a.mendmen' were submitted 
to legislatures which refused to act. But if the joint resolution of 
the Congress, calling for an election and providing the details 
thereof, should be obeyed, as it would be, by any considerable 
number of citizens, a convention resulting from such an election, 
whether it be chosen by large vote or small, would be legally 
competent to pass upon the question of ratification. Therefore, 
States which might be bitterly opposed to ratification would 
nullify the act of Congress at the peril of the failure of the State 
to be counted according to the will of the majority in such State. 

Such action on the part of the Congress could not be the sub
ject of any legitimate criticism or resentment on the part of the 
States or their legislatures, as the matter at issue is solely a 
Federal function, governed by the Federal Constitution and upon 
which the people, through conventions (if the convention mode is 
chosen as now seems to be the universal desire) are solely 
empowered to vote. 

The principles herein urged are fortified by a consideration of 
the only other pertinent language in Article V. That article 
provides another method of initiating amendments, which has not 
so far been resorted to: That the Congress on the application of 
two-thirds of the State legislatures "shall call a convention for 
proposing amendments," which, when so proposed, are subject to 
the two modes of ratification. It is clear that any such conven
tion which the Congress would in such event be obliged to call 
would be a national convention, with appropriate representatives 
from the people of all of the States. And it is just as clear that 
the Congress would be obliged. in calling such a convention, to 
prescribe all essentials necessary for the nomination and election 
of the delegates thereto, and the time, place of meeting, and con
duct of the convention. Thus, the framers of the Constitution 
clearly recognized that the Congress might be called upon to pro
vide all details for setting up a constitutional convention. It is 
submitted that the Congress, for the reasons above set forth, 
enjoys a like authority and duty when it refers any proposed 
amendment for ratification to conventions in the States. 

The Congress might, if it would, pass a repeal resolution immedi
ately on convening on the first Monday of December next; this 
resolution might provide for every detail of the election of dele
gates and the operation of conventions in the several States. Such 
action would be unprecedented, but it would be plainly constitu
tional. It would be strictly in accord with the purpose of the Con
stitution for meeting a real emergency by a prompt amendment 
to the Constitution. The prohibition issue has been debated by 
the people for many years. They are ready to pronounce a verdict. 
The issue could be finally disposed of within four months after the 
Congress meets. If the people really want repeal-which the action 
of both major parties seems to indicate-they may and should 
have it at once. 

It should be noted that in the foregoing it has been argued that 
should the convention mode of ratification be chosen by the Con
gress, the resolution to that end should contain all necessary 
provisions for the assembly and conduct of such conventions. 
This was so stated in order to simplify the argument. It is not 
intended to preclude the idea that the Congress may, if it so 
elects, first adopt a resolution designating the convention mode, 
and thereafter, by separate appropriate action, supply any such 
requirements as it deems essential. 

Respectfully submitted. 
A. MITCHELL PALMER. 

NOVEMBER 30, 1932. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. LAGUARDIA]. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I know of no greater 
bulwark to the preservation of free government and human 
happiness than the utterance by Voltaire when he said in 
substance, "I may not agree with a word you use, but I shall 
give my life for your right to say it." It has been a 
peculiar situation that in the years I have served in this 
House I have become somewhat of a repository for all sorts 
of complaints, grievances, and protests that otherwise can 

not find expression in this House. It has not always been 
pleasant, but I believe that in a free government such a 
function is not only necessary but useful. 

We have had a very interesting discussion just now on 
constitutional technicalities. 

There is not a Member of this House who would not lay 
down his life for the preservation of our constitutional gov
ernment. But, gentlemen, political liberty is worthless with
out economic security. The economic conditions of the 
country to-day are paramount to every other question that 
may come before this House during this session. [Applause.] 

We had a spectacle in the National Capital during the last 
few days that requires analyzing and some thought and con
sideration. It is symptomatic of conditions in this country. 

We saw coming to the Capitol a protest march composed, it 
is said, of unemployed and hungry citizens. It t·eceived a 
great deal of publicity, nation-wide publicity, that I believe 
it would not have received had it not been for the extreme 
zeal of the police department acting under orders from 
some source that to date has not been revealed. Some one 
higher up apparently lost his head, became panicky, and 
undue and exaggerated police precautions were taken. The 
extent of the police activities surely was beyond the author
ity of any police department official. 

The demonstration and the march itself it is true were 
under the auspices of communists. I say that because I 
asked their recognized leader if he was a communist, and he 
said that he was. The tactics, arrangements, and maneuvers 
indicate that it was under communistic guidance. 

Here I pause to say that while I do not agree with their 
methods or with their political philosophy, it seems to me 
that the right to come to Washington and submit a petition 
to Congress should always be simplified. 

The method of petitioning Congress has been somewhat 
confused in the popular interpretation of this right. I be
lieve a great many confuse the appearance before commit
tees of Congress with the right of addressing Congress at 
the time of filing a petition. Under the rules of the House 
and the Senate no one appears before it and the petitioning 
of Congress is limited to the physical delivery of a written 
petition and its reference to the proper committee. This 
rule, practice, and custom has been sanctioned by usage 
from the very beginning of our Government. It applies to 
all. and therefore there is no just ground for complaint on 
the part of any. The reception, however, of the petition 
should not be made difficult, and as long as any citizen, 
whether individually or in small or large groups, acts in an 
orderly manner there should be no obstacle placed in the 
way of a prompt and courteous reception of any petition or 
protest in accordance with the rules of this House. 

We can not preach law and order if in trying to obtain 
law and order we violate the law. Any group of men and 
women have the right to come to Washington, and have a 
legal right to go to their rooms or hotels if they have 
rented quarters to go to. It is unlawful to arbitrarily detain 
any person without a proper commitment of a duly consti
tuted judicial tribunal, unless the community is under 
martial law, duly and properly proclaimed. In the case of 
the unemployed "marchers," some one transgressed the law 
and improperly detained them. 

The overzeal that I complain of was the so-called strategy 
which ordered the police department to trap and corral this 
group up on New York Avenue to a point boastfully de
scribed by the police department as a .. strategic position," 
where they could not move, and where they could not obtain 
any sanitary accommodations or even protection from the 
elements. They could not go forward or even retreat, they 
could not go to the left or to the right. On one side there 
was a declivity and railroad tracks, and on the other side 
a hill where there were cordons of officers with tear gas, 
and squadrons of police so placed. that they were hemmed 
in on both sides. No demonstration or disorderly act had 
been committed. It was, therefore, improper and unlawful 
to prevent any of this group, whether they were liked or 
not, whether they were welcome or unwelcome, access to 
lodgings which had already been contracted for or for which 



1932 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 135 
they had money to rent. Such action must not be permitted that nature, mostly accurate, giving the source of the in
to reoccur in the future. formation, and then- it asked for unemployment insurance 

These marchers were well provided with money to pay and asked for $50 relief for each family during the winter. 
their expenses. Their rolling stock was in excellent condi- The petition then made certain demands for immediate 
tion. Their trucks were good, all of -them under the care of relief. I can not recall the details because I had the oppor
experienced chauffeurs. They had a complete commissary tunity to glance at it only, and, if I remember correctly, it was 
department; they had, as I was informed, arranged for a 3-page, single-spaced printed document. The demands that 
lodgings during their stay in Washington. It seems to me I read and remember were not unreasonable. It asked for 
that as long as they would have kept within the law they immediate relief of all destitute families in the sum of $50 
should have been permitted to go to the lodgings they had a family for the winter, and $10 for each dependent for the 
hired, and when they brought their petition it should have period of the winter. Surely that is not unreasonable. In 
been received the same as any other petition is received, and New York City provision has already been made to care for 
that would have been the end of it. families, and it will cost the city and the emergency unem-

Instead of that, we saw a mobilization of the entire police ployment relief committee more than that amount per 
department in the city of Washington, the fire department family for the winter. There are hundreds of thousands of 
was taken from its regular duties and assigned to police families throughout the country destitute. 
duty, and all of these forces gathered around this misled I do not doubt that Mr. Benjamin would prefer to tell his 
and misguided army of 3,000 men and women who had come followers that he was refused an opportunity to get the 
here for the sole purpose· of making a demonstration. If petition in the RECORD than to really have it read into the 
they had been misled and misguided, many of them, they RECORD. That is the point I am trying to make. 
surely were convinced before they left Washington that We are going to have other protests come to the National 
society was arraigned against them, that there was discrim-, Capital. There are some farmers here now, splendid Amer
ination against them, and that they were not accorded the ican citizens, these farmers, who are seeking relief at the 
equal protection of the law. The many little absurdities of hands of Congress. My purpose in speaking to-day is to 
the police department, I repeat, acting under orders from remind the House of the terrible conditions existing in our 
higher officials, such as retarding departure of the water- country. It so happens that I made a similar appeal on the 
supply wagon, retarding access to an exit from the point first day of the first session of this Congress. We simply 
where they were held, all helped in making these unfortunate must give consideration to existing conditions. We can not 
men and women antisocial under the spur of agitators. It shut our eyes to the unemployment, to the suffering, to the 
was all so unnecessary. In fact, it served the purpose of starvation that is going on in this country. We must take 
professional agitators far better than anything they could heed and do something about it. The unemployment situa
have staged themselves. They look for resistance of this tion is not going to . be solved by a policeman's night stick. 
kind. It gives them the basis for their approach and appeal That is exactly the way it must not be handled. If the 
and furnished the attraction for recruits to their cause. police or constituted authority give the radical element the 

Last year at this time about 1,200 hunger marchers came opportunity of creating a situation, an atmosphere, a back
to Washington to petition their Government for relief to ground, it will not be serving the best interests of this conn
the Nation's unemployed and their families. They could try, because it will give them the advertisement they are 
not afford to travel by train or to stay at hotels. Their only looking for and will give them the basis of continuing their 
form of petition consisted of a street parade with tattered nefarious activities. 
banners and the appointment of small committees to present Now, I say this with all due deference and respect: We 
their plea to the executive and legislative heads of the Gov- listened yesterday to a message from the President of the 
ernment. United States, and there is not a single constructive, ade-

They encountered a superintendent of police who recog- quate suggestion therein contained, to meet the economic 
nized both their rights and their needs. General Glassford, situation or provide immediate relief for the needy. The 
in addition to a sympathetic understanding, had common President says that the local communities are taking care 
sense and, what is more, he used it. They were treated of the needy. That is so. In my city it will cost the city 
fairly and humanely. They were assisted in obtaining shel- of New York more than $50 a family for the winter. The 
ter, food, and an auditorium in which to meet. Their leaders gentleman from New York, Doctor SrROVICH, is here. He is 
kept every agreement made with the chief of police at that familiar with conditions in our city, and he knows that 
time, General Pelham D. Glassford. Not an act of lawless- unemployment relief will provide more than $50 per family 
ness or disorder marked their brief stay, and their bedraggled for the winter. So that the demand made even by com
caravan left promptly at the time agreed upon. munists in this instance was not exaggerated. But how 

As long as the marchers were on territory under the juris- long will local and private charity be able to continue? Then 
diction of the general there was no trouble. The contrast again we must do more than relieve; we must cure the exist-
is striking. ing evils. 

Mr. Herbert Benjamin, the leader of the hunger march- The gentleman from New York [Mr. FISH] to-day referred 
ers, protested to me yesterday afternoon, when I went with to taking care of the needy by private charity, but that can 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. KVALE] to look things not continue indefinitely, and charity, again, is not the solu
over, that he did not have a right to present his petition tion of our economic evils. To-day we are talking about 
properly. I explained to him that all petitions were re- amending the Constitution. The gentleman from Pennsyl
ceived, dropped into the basket, and referred to the proper vania [Mr. BECK] stated that there were not 48 States in 
committee. He said that he wanted the petition 1·ead to the Union at the time the Constitution was drafted and 
the House. I said I would ask unanimous consent to put adopted, and that they did not contemplate 48 States at 
it in the REcoRD. I asked him for the petition. It was that time. I may add that at the time the Constitution was 
printed; he had a copy in his pocket. He showed it to me, adopted we did not have railroads, we did not have the 
but he would not give me a copy. So now, of course, he telegraph, the radio, and aviation, and machine production 
will continue his protest that he did not have the opportu- and steam, and we did not have millions of people unem
nity of getting his petition properly before Congress or played, without a ray of hope of getting employment, and 
having it read for the information of the Members. I unable to live up to the American standards. If our con
asked him for a copy. He said he needed that copy. I told stitution does not permit the Federal Government to take 
him to mail me a copy that night, and I would get it this adequate measures to meet this new condition that has come 
morning and would endeavor to read it to-day in connec- upon us, then I say that if we can amend the Constitution 
tion with these remarks I had planned to make. The peti- for liquor we can amend the Constitution to guarantee eco
tion quoted statistics-not their own, but statistics taken nomic security along with the blessings of liberty to the 
from various Rources on unemploYm-ent; statistics taken American people. [Applause.] I am going to recognize 
from the Health Department of New York City, and data of conditions as they are and I am going to talk frankly about 
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them. Even if to-morrow the stock ticker should jump, if of this country out of debt by loaning them more money at 
to-morrow all prices of securities were to go up to a normal high rates of interest. What we need-let us be frank about 
level, if you please, that still would not solve our unemploy- it-is to bring money down to a reasonable value, so that 
ment situation. We would still have unemployment, because existing mortgages may be replaced by mortgages at a 
our machine production to-day is producing more than the humane rate of interest, which should not exceed 1% per 
people of this country would be able to buy if they had the cent per year. I can imagine the howl of protests that 
money. statement will cause. The money sharks had better heed 

Mr. SffiOVICH. Will the gentleman yield for a question? the times. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. I yield. The gentleman from New York stressed the question of 
Mr. SffiOVICH. Has the gentleman a constructive pro- a program. All right, now, let us start. The first act of 

gram to give to this House that might bring happiness to Congress should be to deal with the farm question. That 
the unemployed? may sound strange coming from a city Representative. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes; I have given it many times. The The stock-ticker boys and the old-line politicians for years 
farmers of this country, once the backbone of the Republic, _ have been aligning the city industrial people against the 
are being foreclosed from the farms that have been in their farm folks. We must now realize we have a community 
families for generations, and a class of impoverished, peasant of interest. We realize if we relieve the farm situation with 
tenants is being created such as existed in the reign of the immediate and adequate substantial relief it will at once 
Czars of Russia. reflect in the industrial centers. There is not a farmer in 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? this country, I say, who has bougllt a suit of clothes within 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. I yield; yes. the last two years. I do not think that statement is exag-
Mr. BLANTON. We are going farther along with Russia gerated. There is not a farm family but what needs clothes 

than that. The Federal land banks have foreclosed so many and shoes, household effects, paint and repairs on their 
farmers that these banks are now leasing those farm lands buildings, and machinery. The farmer must be helped; that 
themselves. would be the first ray of hope, and it would immediately 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. That is what I call the tenant peas- increase that purchasing power that we hear so much about. 
ants. ~at would cause employment in the cities. [Applause.] 

Mr. ARENTZ. Will the gentleman yield? But nothing is done. So I say the first thing we should do 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. I yield. is to take care now of the farm situation, and that will 
Mr. ARENTZ. We have a very intelligent man on the start something in the industrial centers. 

Democratic side of the House in charge of the Committee Mr. KVALE. Will the gentleman yield? 
on Banking and Currency, and he can bring in a bill to- Mr. LAGUARDIA. I yield. 
morrow which would declare a moratorium on all mortgages Mr. KVALE. The gentleman from New York has referred 
held by the Federal land banks and the joint stock land to the physical and visible effects of the economic situa .. 
banks. tion. But will he not also include in his statement reference 

Mr. BLANTON. And, if my friend from New York will to the invisible losses that are being sustained due to the 
yield, I have had just such a bill before that committee for fact that so many tenants are replacing owners, and we are 
two sessions, and it was there in the session preceding this losing the permanent values of fertility of the soil, and all 
last one, and it had the favorable consideration of every those things in addition to the physical and visible losses? 
Member, and your President sent his Treasury administra- Mr. LAGUARDIA. Oh, the loss is irreparable. 
tion members there to oppose it and prevented that bill from Now, the next proposition is that we must adjust rna-
being passed. chinery to our lives and not attempt to adjust 126,000,000 

Mr. MOUSER. Will the gentleman yield? human beings to machinery. [Applause.] If we know now 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. I yield. the capacity production of our machine age, we simply must 
Mr. MOUSER. The gentleman has referred to the fact adjust labor conditions to that by fixing a uniform working 

that if stocks would soar to-morrow it would not help un- condition throughout the United States. 
employment or solve the question. We hear statements in messages of the 5-day week. We 

Certainly the man who toils is not responsible for the were told the furlough plan would bring about a 5-day week. 
wild speculation of those who were trying to make some- It did not do any such thing. What the Government can 
thing for nothing that helped to bring us into this depres- do now to give impetus to this 5-day-week proposition is 
sion. Why do you not carry that farther by saying that to put every Government department on a 5-day-week basis. 
speculation, gambling, and dishonest peddling of securities Close post offices and customhouses and the Int~rnal Reve-
precipitated the depression that came upon us? nue Bureau and the Treasury Department; close every de-

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The gentleman is right. partment on Saturday and Sunday and that will force busi-
Mr. STEVENSON. Will the gentleman yield? ness and industry to follow and go on a 5-day week. The 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. I yield. way to get a 5-day week is to do something about it. If 
Mr. STEVENSON. Apropos of what the gentleman on the the Government fails to do, the workers will do it themselves. 

other side of the aisle said a few moments ago, that the We must provide a national system of unemployment in
Banking and Currency Committee could report out a bill SW'ance. I do not see the distinguished gentleman from 
that would suspend foreclosures, I direct his attention to Pennsylvania [Mr. BECK] here. I am sure if he were here 
the fact that we wrote in the bill which provided $125,- he would raise several constitutional objections to any such 
000,000 for the land banks the provision that they should proposition. I repeat, we were not living in an industrial 
extend the loans of distressed farmers and give them five age when those constitutional limitations were written into 
years in which to pay up the arrears and used $25,000,000 the Constitution. 
of that sum to grant that relief, but the administration of Somebody spoke about the dole on the floor of the House 
the act under the leadership of his distinguished President and said he was against the dole. Why, existing conditions 
has refused to extend any of them more than three months. and the measly "hand-outs" are a good deal worse than 
I have not heard of one instance where it was extended more the dole. Mr. Chairman, what are we going to do when a 
than three months. man, through no fault of his own, is not able to find gain-

Mr. BLANTON. They are foreclosing on all of them. ful employment in order to support his family? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. The gentleman's committee did not go We can not continue indefinitely leaving this innocent 

far enough, because I know the pressure under which that victim of a financial collapse, over which he had no control, 
committee was working. As the gentleman from Texas at the mercy of private charity. The unemployed have 
says, farms are being foreclosed, notwithstanding. It did rights. They have a God-given right to live, and a consti
not go far enough because the first consideration, gentle- tutional right to the pursuit of happiness. They must be 
men, was for the bondholders of those banks, and the inter- provided suitable employment or adequate relief. We must 
est rate is too high. You are not going to get the farmers also provide at this time the means to give the debtor class 
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of this country an opportunity to pay its debts 1n the same 
kind of money with which the debts were contracted. 
[Applause.] 

Oh, I know there will be a great many in the House who 
will not agree with me on these propositions, but, gentlemen, 
we have arrived at the end. We are on the brink now. 
This condition can not continue indefinitely. There are 
twelve or thirteen million unemployed men and women in 
the country with two or three dependents on each one. You 
have an average of some thirty-six or forty million people 
dependent and in need. In addition to this, you have your 
farm population. 

I hope the committee on agriculture will soon bring in 
a real bill for farm relief. I was criticized at home because 
I talked about farm relief. There was a time when they 
could scare city Members by saying that farm relief would 
increase commodity prices. That day is gone, and gone ' 
forever. 

When commodity prices go up we will increase wages. It 
has got to be done. It has got to be courageously done. The 
cost of this depression is not going to be put on the backs 
of the working people. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Certainly. 
Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I want to express my very great 

appreciation of the sound observations which the gentleman 
from New York is now making. The gentleman is one Mem
ber from a city who has sense enough to know that if we 
city people are able to sell our stuff, the boys from the forks 
of the creek have got to get something for theirs. [Applause.] 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Thanks. I hope the real people of 
America have learned that lesson, I want to say to my 
distinguished chairman. 

Three years of unemployment and still hope is expressed 
because a few tin-horn gamblers get around a stock ticker 
and artificially boost stocks up a couple of points. That is 
not the solution. I have said this a number of times and I 
shall continue to say it. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. 
Mr. BLANTON. If the Government of the United States 

would discharge half of its 800,000 employees and send 
400,000 of them home, and begin at the top and dismiss 
from the service the idle six, seven, eight, and nine thousand 
dollar chiefs, who before 1923 drew about $1,400 each, and 
give some of their money to those who remain and let them 
work eight hours a day six days in the week, we would see 
conditions change for the better all over the United States. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. And how many would the gentleman 
fire? 

Mr. BLANTON. I would fire at least half of our 800,000 
employees and make the other half do twice as much work 
as they do now, and I would reduce the House membership 
to 300, and we would then have a better working body. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The gentleman wants to increase the 
army of unemployed, while I am trying to decrease it. 

Mr. BLANTON. You have got to do that by decreasing 
Government expenses; otherwise, why not let the Govern
ment employ half of the people of the United states and 
let the other half pay their salaries and support them? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. No. Nothing like that number could 
possibly be discharged. The gentleman is a very able iegis
lator, and knows that no such number of Government em
ployees could be discharged without destroying the Gov
ernment. What I am going to say now I realize may get 
me into serious trouble in my city, but I mean it. They 
might as well understand now that the fiscal condition of 
this Government is such that regardless of what other new 
tax may be proposed it is the policy of the American Gov
ernment that there will be no reduction in the income taxes 
now imposed by law. Let the people know that. All of this 
propaganda for new forms of taxes, all of this urge in favor 
of a sales tax, is to take off the income tax, particularly in 
the higher brackets. 

Mr. BLANTON. And let it also be understood that we are 
going to go back to 2-cent postage and take the 2-cent tax 

o1f of bank checks and stop this tax on electricity and so 
forth that all of the poor people now have to pay. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. And we should especially remember 
the way it was written into the law. 

Mr. SOMERS of New York. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. 
Mr. SOMERS of New York. Does the gentleman agree 

with me that all the problems he has so graphically stated 
and described here could be solved by a rising commodity 
price level? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Other things being equal, certainly. 
Mr. SOMERS of New York. Naturally, they will be. Our 

problem to-day is to bring back our commodity price level 
and then all of the other problems which the gentleman has 
mentioned will disappear to a certain extent. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. To a certain extent; yes. It will help 
the debtor class, but let me say that we must bring wages 
up with it and at the same time. 

Mr. SOMERS of New York. Will the gentleman tell me 
this: Does the gentleman know of any way you can elevate 
the commodity price level except by international action? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The gentleman is an expert on that-
Mr. SOMERS of New York. No; I am not an expert on 

anything. I am just seeking to get the gentleman's opinion 
on that. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. We voted for the gentleman's resolu
tion and that, of course, would help in our international 
trade. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield one additional 

minute to the gentleman from New York. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. I want to say this: There is nothing 

sacred or final or permanent in our present monetary sys
tem. We have seen that it gives an unfair advantage to 
those who now control wealth. 

Mr. SOMERS of New York. I am glad the gentleman em
phasizes that point, because I wanted to bring it out in the 
able discussion he is making. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. And I will join with others to adjust 
our monetary system in order to give the under dog at least 
a fair chance in competition with those who now own the 
country or all the wealth of the country. [Applause.] 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield one minute to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. SUMNERS]. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I have asked 
for this minute to make an announcement and to extend 
an inVitation. 

During the last Congress there was organized a group o1 
men seeking to do something constructive with reference to 
the economic problems of agriculture. This group proposes 
to meet to-night in the rooms of the Committee on the 
Judiciary. We feel that meeting there we can discuss these 
matters informally. 

Mr. KELLER. At what time? 
Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Seven thirty. I would like to 

ask any gentleman who is able to come and who feels so 
disposed to attend the meeting to-night at 7.30 at the 
room of the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle
man from Georgia [Mr. LANKFORD]. 

Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, on the 4th 
of March next at high noon my 14 years' consecutive tenure 
of office as a Member of the Congress of the United States 
will terminate; my conscientious, faithful, resolute service to 
my people and my country will end only at the grave. Noth
ing that has ever happened, or ever can happen, will 
diminish in the least my deepest love for each and every 
man, woman, and child of my district. I owe a never
ending debt of gratitude to these noble people of whom I am 
greatly honored to be a part and parcel and whose every 
burden I would were a benediction. I am deeply grieved 
when I consider how frail I am and how few are the hours 
allotted me to grapple with the many, many problems of 
life or death to my people and Nation; and I am over
whelmed with a heart-rending sorrow and the deepest agony 
of mind when I realize that too few in Congress, and out, 
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seem to at all fathom the real fundamental causes of our 
great anguish as a people and nation. 

Far, far too many who claim to be leaders feel that we 
are only passing through the valley of a slight depression, 
with illimitable mountains of happiness and prosperity only 
a few hours' journey ahead. They do not at all seem to have 
the faintest idea of the length, breadth, depth, and awfulness 
of the abyss into which we have fallen, nor the means by 
which we are to regain the glorious heights from which we 
were plunged. 

I bad hoped that out of all this agony and devastation 
there would come a new charter of human rights; that there 
would be a strengthening of the foundations of our Govern
ment; and that men, women, and children would be made 
much more secure in their rights of property, liberty, and 
life. 

But unless there is an immediate awakening of our people 
and a shaking-off of the all-powerful grip of corporate greed, 
some of us may live to partly drag our broken bodies out 
of the shell boles of this awful economic cataclysm as we 
shall be bound with stronger shackles and plunged into 
deeper servitude than ever before, and the hand of national 
progress and of human liberties on the dial of eternity will 
have been turned far, far back instead of forward. The 
average private individual, the laboring man, and the 
farmer will have lost a decisive battle in their struggle for 
economic equality with capital and industry. 

Those whose hands are dripping with the innocent blood 
of men, women, and children are concealing their guilt and 
directing the gaze of the public upon their victims-innocent 
men, women, and children-and shouting, " Thieves, thieves, 
there are the thieves! " 

Those who have robbed the farmer by taking his produce 
without paying him a fair price are urging every other reason 
as the cause of the farmer's troubles except the real cause
lack of fair, honest prices for his products and excessive 
charges for the necessaries of life. And these same guilty 
enemies of honest men, women, and children are urging 
every imaginable makeshift plan and false palliative as a 
cure for the farmer's trouble and bitterly fighting every 
honest move to help the farmer and the laborer and the 
private individual get and keep a fair price for their toil and 
honest efforts. They are determined the laborer and the 
farmer and the private citizen shall not continue their battle 
for a living price for their labor and for the products of 
the farm and for a square deal in the economic scheme of 
the world. 

The men who are doing the plundering are striving to 
lead those whom they have robbed of all their earthly pos
sessions to feel that some of their real friends have caused 
their troubles; that the depression was caused by more or 
less minor agencies and that the whole awful situation will 
be cured by some slight adjustments of tariff rates, some 
insignificant change of a governmental policy, or some new 
wasp-like plan which is bigger in the eyes of the originator 
and a few me-too followers when first hatched than ever 
again in the eyes of themselves or anyone else. 

Taxes, tariff rates, banking, transportation, immigration, 
currency, bureaus, commissions, and so forth and so on, pre
sent very, very vital problems; but to my mind none of these, 
nor all of these, are near so important to all our people as 
the question of economic liberty for the farmers and workers 
whose prosperity and happiness are the foundation of every
body's success and of our national greatness. 

If I knew this was the last utterance I was to ever make 
on earth for the farmers and people of my Nation, I would 
declare with all my being that their every other problem 
sinks into insignificance as compared with the mighty task 
of protecting the farmers and the common run of men from 
those who claim to be their friends and yet who rob them 
both when they sell and when they buy and who mislead 
them at every opportunity. 

Cost of government must be reduced, yes; but let us not 
forget the more important task of eliminating the enormous 
plunder of those who on every band everywhere fleece the 

farmer and the average citizen. Eliminate bureaus, of 
course; but let us not destroy every activity in behalf of the 
common people and then retain and strengthen the very 
agencies which are the executioners of those who toil. 

Many come as wolves in sheep's clothing, crying, "Down 
.with the cost of government! " "Take the Government out 
of business! ~· Many of these are fiends incarnate who want 
to cut down the cost of government only by the elimination 
of every governmental activity in behalf of the common 
people, while they fight for more numerous and more power
ful bureaus and commissions in behalf of the speculators 
and profiteers. 

They want the Government out of the business of helping 
the average citizen get a square deal but want the Govern
ment very much in the business of helping the monopolistic 
interest plunder and even destroy the properties, liberties, 
and very lives of the innocent men, women, and children of 
our country. 

They favor every possible governmental activity-county, 
State, and Federal-to help the farmer produce more and 
yet more so he can become the victim of all the speculators, 
profiteers, and gamblers of all the earth; but they are strong 
against the Government's at all being in the business of pro
tecting the farmer and his folks from those who wish to 
literally murder the farmer and his family by stealing the 
farmers' hard-earned cotton, tobacco, and other farm 
products. 

Entirely too many want the Government in the business of 
helping them rob and plunder men, women, and children, 
but are frantically opposed to the Government's engaging in · 
the business of protecting its citizens from the robberies of 
these malefactors of the human race. Such as these are 
thieves parading as honest men, profiteers in the guise of 
patriots, wolves in sheep's clothing. 

Let us watch the line-up. Let us keep the issues clear. 
Let us not be misled by the strategy of our deadliest enemies. 
Let us fight with all our might, but let us be careful and 
let us not be misled into pouring volley after volley of deadly 
shot into the ranks of our own friends for whom we have 
pledged ourselves to take up the gage of battle and for whom 
we are battling unto death. 

It matters not what else may happen; if this Nation is to 
endure, we must save the independent, God-loving man and 
woman of the farm and of the city who earn their living by 
honest toil. 

Help these get relief from too heavy taxes; help the farmer 
get fair prices for his products; help the laborer get employ
ment at good wages; place all of these on an equality with 
industry and capital, so they can not be robbed of their 
earnings, and then help all of these own a home, and the 
splendid sturdy citizenship thus preserved will solve aright 
all our other problems of local or national importance. 

May the farmer and all his friends ever remember the real 
issues, and may these most vital problems yet be solved in 
time to bless the farmer and all peoples forever. 

My service here has brought me the deepest disappoint
ment and the greatest happiness-the deepest disappoint
ment, because of the hitherto unsurmountable mountains of 
opposition to what I believed to be to the best interest of the 
people of my district and Nation; and the greatest happiness 
because of the consciousness on my part that I have always 
rendered to my people the very best service of which this 
poor mortal is capable. 

I am, therefore, very happy over my 14 years' record as a 
Member of Congress. First, last, and all the time, to the 
very best of my ability, I have been the loyal Representative 
of the people of my district. Big newspapers and small ones, 
too, have fought me and threatened to destroy me politi
cally; yes, but always because of the fight I was making for 
what I believed to be best for my people. 

Big corporations have fought me; yes, but always because 
I was on the side of my people fighting corrupt corporate 
.influence. Some men holding high political office do not like 
me politically because I did not hesitate to tell them of their 
deception and point out specifically wherein they were not 
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giving my farmers and my people a square deal. I am proud 
of such opposition, if it is the price I must pay because of 
loyalty to my people. 

I am, indeed, happy when I realize that of thousands of 
votes I have cast, hundreds of speeches I have made, and 
scores of bills I have introduced, not a single one of those 
in or out of Congress who wish to do me political harm have 
ever criticized a single vote, speech, or bill as a whole. Of 
course, I remember three efforts to criticize portions of three 
of my bills. In each of these cases the portion criticized was 
either misquoted, distorted, or taken from the text of the 
bill and twisted so as to give it a meaning entirely different 
from the real purposes of the bill. First, this was done by 
those criticizing my bill for decent Sunday observance in the 
Nation's Capital. Second, my bill to provide for a contract 
system of controlling production and marketing so as to 
guarantee a fair price for cotton, tobacco, turpentine, and 
other farm products, of course, also came in for a storm of 
unfair criticism and misrepresentation. 

The third and the unfairest criticism ever made, though, 
of any bill of mine, for years has been waged against my 
bill to help secure either free school books or school books 
and other educational equipment at greatly reduced prices, 
or at cost; to prevent motion pictures or radio service which 
tend to debauch and make criminals of our children and 
to give each community and each father and mother, so far 
as possible, the control and selection of the radio and 
motion-picture service or program which is shown or broad
cast to their children. Instead of my trying to put the radio 
or motion picture in the churches or schools, I am trying to 
keep out of our schools, churches, homes, and communities, 
and out of the lives of our people, and especially out of the 
lives of our children, the filth and dirt of the radio and 
motion picture. I want these agencies to be made so clean 
as to be helpful to our boys and girls, rather than wreck 
their very moral and social being. 

I am certainly not trying to put or extend, in the churches 
or schools or anywhere else, the radio or motion picture. 
I am only hoping to help make them decent so, regardless 
of where they operate, they will become agencies for the UP
building of our people instead of the downfall of our chil
dren and Nation. 

I am happy over the many dangerous measures I have 
helped to defeat and over the many good ones I have helped 
write into law. I am disappointed and deeply grieved over 
the bitterness which somehow gets into every legislative 
sweet, the poison which is in every remedy enacted into 
law, and the very death rattle of failure that is in prac
tically every big legislative program passed by the Congress. 

This bitterness, this poison, this death rattle of failure 
destroys the sweet, the remedy, and the very legislative 
program which our people seek, pray, and sacrifice for, and 
which they at first feel will become a benediction. 

For instance, the regional banking system has its danger
ous centralization of political and financial power; the Fed
eral land-bank system has in it the very death rattle of 
destruction which · now enables this system to become, as it 
now is, the destroyer of the farmer who organized it, 
financed it, brought it into being, and whom it was designed 
to help; the Farm Board act has failure written on its 
every page in that it contains no effective control of pro
duction and marketing; the Reconstruction Finance Corpo
ration act is designed to help the very rich and the great 
corporation, with only small or incidental benefits to the 
common people, with the entire cost of the scheme to be 
borne by the whole people; and the home loan bank act 
gives only indirect aid to the home owner, at cost, and with 
red tape that makes its benefits beyond the reach of the 
average man or woman. 

Of course, all these have other evils, have some good fea
tures, and all have at least a good name until the public 
becomes familiar with their actual operations and experi
ences, their ruinous effects and failures. 

The awful crime of it all is that all these measures and 
other similar ones bear most wonderful titles, have most 
splendid declarations of policy in behalf of the laborer, the 

farmer, and the average citizen, and are heralded as most 
wonderful pieces of legislation. 

All these provide too much bureaucratic power without 
being worth the price. They destroy our liberties and en
slave our people, doing real harm in many instances and 
rendering only indirect expensive help to the average citizen. 

I have from time to time pointed out and sought to remedy 
these evils and am sad because these measures have not been 
perfected and made truly helpful to the common people. 
Help for the farmer, the worker, and the private citizen 
should be more direct. Legislation should be definite in its 
terms. So far a~ possible, Congress should express most fully 
its legislative will. Bureaucratic discretion is most danger
ous and even now is undermining our very national exist
ence. On every hand there are officials and bureaus vested 
with ample discretion to solve many of the problems of the 
common people, but those who are vested with this discretion 
too often exercise it in behalf of those who live by fleecing 
the worker, the farmer, and the average citizen. 

I have always studied legislative proposals from the stand
point of the poor man. I have always studied farm-relief 
proposals from the standpoint of the small farmer coming 
into a small town to sell a few hundred pounds of tobacco 
or two or three bales of cotton, a few pounds of butter or 
sausage, or a few chickens and eggs. I have always fought 
for the relief of the individual citizen. 

The Reconstruction Finance Corporation act, passed last 
spring, furnishes the best illustration of just what I have 
been saying. That act is designed to help the big corpora
tions of the country, but yet the directors could make it very 
helpful to the small farmer and average individual. I sought 
to amend the bill so as to require this aid to the farmers and 
common people and shall continue to do everything I possibly 
can to bring about this result. 

By original bills, by amendments, by speeches, and in 
every way possible, I have sought to end loan foreclosures 
and prevent tax sales during this awful depression. This 
could now be done under the law, but it has not been done; 
and I am determined, if humanly possible, to force an amend
ment through to make obligatory this relief from loan fore
closures and tax sales. My plan to stop these foreclosures, 
tax sales, and outrageous sacrifices of our people's property 
is simplicity itself. Require the Reconstruction Finance Cor
poration to buy up and hold until the depression is over all 
past due and future interest coupons and such tax fieri facias 
as may be absolutely necessary to stop foreclosures. prevent 
tax sales, and furnish actual necessary operating money for 
county and State purposes. This would keep our teachers 
paid up, our schools open, relieve and help everybody, stop 
the awful loss and the heart-rending agonies of tax adver
tisements and sales, and put an end to the orgy of loan 
foreclosures. 

This should have been done when I fought so hard for it 
last January. It is a shameful failure in doing our duty to 
not have it done at once, and then undo so far as possible 
the awful wrongs that have been perpetrated during the 
last twelve months. 

We are in the midst of the most awful depression of all 
times. The darkest book of the world's history is being 
written, and the blackest page of this book contains the foul 
record of the man or men who, actuated solely by love of 
money or desire for political power and with utter disregard 
for the suffering of their fellowmen, advise, seek to procure, 
aid, or abet the advertising and sale of properties for taxes 
or loan foreclosures, where such procedure is unnecessary, 
does no good, and should not take place. 

No one should condemn and I certainly do not even re
motely criticize anyone for doing his duty when to fail in 
the discharge of that duty would amount to a breach of an 
honorable faith reposed in him as an individual or as an 
official, but all just men must condemn to the fullest extent 
any effort to unjustly act within the law and yet criminally 
and cruelly betray and crucify suffering and dying men, 
women, and children for a few pieces of silver. Only the 
vilest of criminals take advantage of an awful catastrophe 
to rob the dead and the dying. The patriotic and the brave 
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in such an hour sacrifice their own property and their own 
lives to save others. . 

All the causes of the present depression can be enumerated 
with the one word-selfishness. Selfishness is causing the 
length and severity of the depression and is delaying and 
making almost, if not entirely, impossible the termination 
of the depression. Selfishness of the big interests and of their 
smaller satellites prevented so far any real legislation going 
to the root of our financial troubles. Every big measure 
during the present Congress has been a relief measure for 
the big interests at the expense of the very people that should 
have received relief. During all these months I have worked, 
pleaded, and prayed that relief be given the farmer and 
the worker rather than to those who are destroying our 
common people and our Nation. I have met failure on 
every hand and received hatred as my reward from the 
profiteer, the produce gambler, and the selfish interests but 
my conscience applauds my efforts, and my friends who have 
kept up with my efforts in behalf of my people gladly shout 
their approval. And the plaudits of "well done" of the 
children and the fathers and mothers, of the shops and 
farms of the Nation are heaven for me. · 

Nothing may be gained by my saying again what I have 
said so often during the last two years; but I will repeat 
again, the entire program and all the relief legislation 
should have been for direct help to the workers and the 
farmers. As it was,. all was for the big interests and none 
for the average individual. The individual did get some 
indirect help-yes-but he should have got direct help with 
the indirect help going to those who exploit the individual 
citizen. No more money should have been voted to the 
Federal land banks except for the express purpose, and none 
other, of making new loans and buying up past-due and 
future-interest coupons and tax fieri facias so as to stop loan 
foreclosures and return lands already taken over so far as 
possible to original owners. 

I said so at the time, and now, have the scars to show for 
what I got in return for this and other similar fights. I am 
proud, though, of such scars received in such battles for 
such a cause. I am glad I fought with all my might the 
unfair methods adopted by the Department of Agriculture in 
making the seed, feed, and fertilizer loans last winter and 
spring to my farmers. I condemn as outrageous and crimi
nal any system which discriminates against my farmers and 
in favor of the big borrowers of the Nation. These seed, 
feed, and fertilizer loans were made this year under the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation act, and it will make 
any honest friend of the farmer furious with indignation to 
observe the way the farmer was treated last winter and 
spring and the way the big corporations were treated at the 
same time. 

The fact is the Reconstruction Finance Corporation should 
not have been authorized to loan a single penny of its money 
unless such loan was a direct benefit to labor or to the 
farmer. As I have repeatedly pointed out, this was abso
lutely true under the War Finance Corporation act. It will 
be remembered that I did everything I could to get this act 
amended so as to buy up future and past-due interest cou
pons and pay taxes so as to stop loan foreclosures; but I was 
up against a stone wall, and failure was inevitable. 

I urged with all my might before the home loan bank act 
was passed that it was dangerous and would not be tl·uly 
helpful to many, if any, home owners. Like most other so
called efforts to help the average citizen, this act seeks, 
through a ponderous, unnecessary, expensive bureau or 
board, to do indirectly, at enormous cost, with too much red 
tape, what should be done directly, at little or no cost. I 
very much fear it may even later become an agency of de
struction, wrecking home owners as the Federal land banks 
are now wrecking the farmers of the Nation. 

The first and greatest duty of last session ·of Congress was 
to stop loan foreclosures, return taken-over lands to the 
farmers, and save for the average citizen a place of abode 
for himself and family. This duty was not discharged at 
the last session. It is now our first and paramount duty. 

Will we discharge it like men, or will we remain traitors to 
those who have trusted us with this solemn responsibility? 

Mr. Chairman, I feel that surely some real legislation for 
the masses of the people will be enacted in the immediate 
future. Now, is the accepted time. I am very anxious for 
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation act to be amended 
so as to become a great blessing to many who are losing 
their homes by tax sales and foreclosures. 

On the first day of this session I introduced a bill to 
amend the Reconstruction Finance Corporation act so as to 
grant relief to those of our country who are a bout to lose 
their property by tax sales and also to keep our schools 
open, pay our teachers, and furnish reasonable amounts of 
money for operating expenses of our various city, county, 
and State governments. 

Knowing personally the splendid, honorable men who are 
now actually in charge of the Reconstruction Finance Cor
poration, I am sure they will welcome an amendment simi
lar to mine and would be glad to render this real service 
in this broader field directly to the very people who now 
are so much in need of help. I shall do everything I can 
to secure the passage of my bill Its passage would be 
worth more as immediate relief to the taxpayers of mod
erate means than anything else Congress has done or can do. 

Under my plan the taxpayer could, for the asking, get 
his taxes, arising during the depression, largely carried over 
for 10 or more years with only small annual payments, by 
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation loaning money on 
the tax fieri facias to the city, State, or county for actual 
operating expenses. 

Of course, if taxes were piled up each year the amount 
due by the property owner later would become very burden
some. But we must not forget that taxes of the home owner, 
and of everybody else for that matter, must be reduced. My 
plan to get what amounts to a moratorium on the payment 
of taxes, of course, is only a plan 'for temporary relief, with 
the hope that a real relief plan or plans will be put into 
effect at the earliest possible moment, putting the farmer 
and everybody else in much better shape than they are at 
this time. 

Again and again, every day and almost every hour, my 
mind grapples with the unemployment problem, the so
called overproduction or farm-relief problem, and the tax 
question-all so essential to the return of permanent pros
perity-and always my mind comes to certain definite con
clusions as to certain remedies which I am convinced will 
at least largely solve some of these problems. 

At the earliest possible moment both temporary and per
manent relief measures must be enacted. 

Let me first suggest what, to my mind, is the most necessary 
temporary relief measure that could possibly be enacted for 
the farmers and all ad valorem taxpayers at this time. I 
repeat, stop the orgy of loan foreclosures and sale of property 
for taxes by amending the War Finance Corporation act so 
as to authorize and require the refinancing of past-due 
loans by the purchase of interest coupons-with original 
lender to carry principal of loan-where necessary to pre
vent foreclosure , and by the making of loans in connection 
with and secured by tax liens on real estate wherever neces
sary. so as to stop tax sales and yet furnish necessary funds 
for municipal, county, and State purposes. In this way 
direct relief would be given to both the lender and the bor
rower, both the taxpayer and the tax gatherer. Up to the 
present the relief has been to the lender but not the small 
distressed borrower, to the gatherer of taxes but not to the 
taxpayer whose land is being advertised and sold for taxes. 
Relief has been given to the Federal land banks and other 
loan concerns, but the orgy of loan foreclosures has pro
ceeded with unabated fw·y. 

Loans made for these purposes would help millions of 
people directly, would give relief to corporations, municipali
ties, counties, and States, and would be much better s~ured 
than loans now being made by the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation. 
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Many cities are now seeking loans to construct so-called 

self-liquidating projects which the city should not now un
dertake to build, which furnishes insufficient security, which 
gives very little relief to anyone, and which in the end will 
put an unnecessary tax burden on a struggling community or 
entail a loss to the United States Government. 

Now, let me make a few observations concerning the all
important subject of farm relief. Along with temporary re
lief for the farmers should come a permanent relief 
program. Of this class of relief, among many, I favor two 
specific propositions: First, an amendment to the Federal 
Constitution giving the head of each family a reasonable 
amount of personal and real property free of all taxes, and, 
second, a contract system of controlling production and 
marketing of basic farm products so as to control the selling 
price within reasonable limits. This contract system is set 
out in detail in my bill now pending for the establishment of 
this system of farm relief and has been repeatedly discussed 
by me before various committees of the House and Senate 
and on the floor of the House. 

The people have a right to demand and are demanding 
legislation that will directly help the individual. They want 
this kind of temporary relief. The farmers want this kind 
of a farm-relief program. Practically all our so-called 
relief legislation so far has provided direct relief to the big 
interest at direct cost and expense to the individual citizen. 
Congress at last session instead of helping and relieving the 
poor man greatly added to his already unbearable burden. 
I fought with all my might to secure real relief for the poor 
man and to prevent his being further burdened with addi
tional taxes and other charges for the direct benefit of those 
who now own too much of the Nation's wealth. 

I am not unmindful of aid given, and now being given, by 
the Government to the suffering in the way of flour and 
clothing. I introduced the bill to furnish this clothing and 
to provide for the purchase of vegetables and other food 
products directly from the farmers for the purpose of feeding 
the suffering of our country. This would also be direct aid 
to our farmers. I regret that only a part of my bill became 
law. 

It is criminally wrong to tax my farmers to raise money 
to buy food and then buy the food from some one else after 
several profits have been made on it rather than help the 
farmer by direct purchase from him. Before I forget it, I 
wish to refer to the foreign-debt moratorium and several 
other matters in which I was not, and am not now and 
never will be, in accord with the action taken by Congress 
at the last session. 

I have always been bitterly opposed to the cancellation of 
the foreign debts. I was opposed to and voted against the 
foreign-debt moratorium granted last Congress. 

I spoke against and voted against the indefensible increase 
of first-class postage from 2 to 3 cents. I have always be
lieved that the Federal Government should not invade the 
States and levy taxes on gasoline, electrical energy, cosmetics, 
cool drinks, candies, and so forth and so on. We should 
leave to the States these sources of revenue so that ad va
lorem taxes of the home owner and the poor man can be 
t·educed, and I hope ultimately be made entirely unneces
sary and forever eliminated. 

For these and other reasons I voted last session against 
every such item in the tax bill, and then voted against the 
entire bill. These reasons have always impelled me to oppose 
and vote against a Federal general sales tax. 

All these taxes are direct burdens on the individual citizen 
who either owns a home or hopes to own one. At this of all 
times we should be helping the taxpayer, the individual 
citizen, and the small home owner. 

The people are sorely in need of general legislation with 
a specific or personal application. All the medicine of all 
the earth is valueless to a suffering man unless sufficient 
doses of it are specifically and personally applied to him. 
All the relief legislation that Congress ever has passed or 
ever will pass is an empty mockery to the man whose home 
is being advertised for sale for taxes or under a loan fore
closure unless there is personally and specifically made avail-

able to the particular home owner an effective means to 
save his home. Just as the lawyer specifically and person
ally represents his client so should we specifically and per
sonally represent each and every one of our people who are 
now so much in need. Just as a lawyer can not honestly 
represent both sides of a case, so a Member of Congress who 
represents a district made up entirely of farmers and those 
whose prosperity is directly dependent upon the farmer can 
not truly represent the farmer and also represent the big 
interests which exist by fleecing or destroying the farmers. 
Those who attempt to do this always fight for laws with 
concrete direct benefits to the big interest, and either with 
only slight indirect benefits to the farmer or entirely at the 
expense of the farmer. The farmers, the workers, and the 
average citizen need direct, specific help, and need it now. 

The home owner who has lost his home by foreclosure 
needs a sufficient specific personal means of recapturing his 
home right now. The man or woman whose home is adver
tised for taxes or under foreclosure needs personal, specific 
help, and needs that help now. 

Many months ago I began a fight to secure this relief, 
and I say here and now Congress was derelict in its duty 
or this help would have been granted long before this time. 
Every day adds new horrors to this awful orgy of tax sales 
and loan foreclosures. It is nothing short of criminal in
difference for us to fail to do our duty and do it now in 
these matters. 

Time and again, by bills, amendments, and speeches, I 
have proposed plans to solve these questions in a way fair 
to and best for all concerned. Of course, along with 
emergency relief legislation we should pass legislation to 
prevent the recurrence of another such panic and to fill our 
Nation with happy, contented home owners. 

Again I say, the proposals for permanent relief should pro
vide direct, personal, specific relief for the whole people. 
Farm legislation not of this type is a delusion and a snare, 
and this is true of all such legislation. 

Relief that goes into the poor man's place of abode, goes 
to his fireside and to his table, is the relief that will restore 
prosperity and happiness throughout our land; none other 
will. 

All other proposals are only the ashes of failure and the 
bitterness of despair unless we save the homes of the sturdy 
men who toil on the farm, in the shop and the store, and 
everywhere, and enable them through proper legislation to 
keep and maintain their families in these homes. 

The most awful tragedies of the present depression are the 
loss of the homes of our people and the suffering of innocent 
children and their fathers and mothers. Let us apply our 
relief efforts to saving the homes of our people and we will 
be proceeding in the right direction. We will solve forever 
our present problems only as we succeed in saving, establish
ing, and maintaining for every family the greatest blessing 
on earth-a happy home. 

Let us act the part of patriots and not the part of profli
gates, profiteers, or politicians. Let us save the present 
homes of the worker and the farmer, and let us enable those 
who have no homes to acquire them and keep them. 

Such as these have saved our Nation. Let us help them 
now and make them happy and prosperous forever, and this 
Government of the people, for the people, and by the people 
shall not perish from the earth. 

Mr. Chairman, it is well for us not to forget the great 
danger that is always present in the enactment of legislation 
without due deliberation and after the most thorough inves
tigation. In a legistative stampede during the present de
pression there is most serious danger of the enactment of 
legislation of the most vicious type. During times like these 
Members of Congress are more easily stampeded into voting 
for some measure, apparently popular-whether rightfully 
so or not-without due regard to the most vicious kind of 
provisions which are often designedly written into such 
measures by those who would not dare offer the proposal as 
an independent or separate bill. The thin sugar coat of 
popular clamor too oft makes palatable to an unsuspecting 
ltiember of Congress the most deadly legislative poison. 
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An outstanding example of the very danger I am discuss

ing is to be found in the effort on the first day of this session 
of Congress to stampede Members into changing the Federal 
Constitution without due deliberation, without reasonable 
discussion, and without the rank and file of the Members 
realizing the real result sought by the resolution upon 
which they were forced to act. 

Good men-! believe contrary to their convictions-either 
without knowing fully the real effect of their votes or pe
cause of the urge of the stampede, voted to prevent either 
the people of the several States or their duly elected Repre
sentatives here being allowed a chance to be heard, or to be 
fully informed, or to vote after full consideration on the 
proposed change of the fundamental law of our country. 

Members of Congress from Southern States, which are 
most jealous of the rights of the States, voted to deprive the 
States and the members of the legislatures of the various 
States and the people of these States, of the Nation, their old 
prerogative of ratifying amendments to the Federal Consti
tution and to authorize and to substitute therefor the in
vasion of the States by the use of the strong arm of the 
Federal Government in the States, manipulating, control
ling, and dominating a steam-roller convention system of 
determining the fundamental rights of our people of the 
respective States. 

I can not see how anyone-wet or dry-who loves State 
rights and holds dear the sacred rights of the people to con
trol their own -affairs at the ballot box could possibly vote 
for the repeal resolution which came up last Monday. 

Stampedes in legislation are never safe; and the gag rule 
and steam-roller tactics always force stampedes or are the 
agencies of stampedes, preventing free and full discussion, 
fair consideration, and honorable handling and considera
tion of important problems by the people or their chosen 
representatives. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks in the RECORD and to include in connection there
with the language of a bill introduced by me on the first 
day of this session to amend the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation act by providing for loans to cities, counties, 
and States secured by tax fieri facias, tax executions, and 
other tax liens, and for other purposes. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Georgia? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so orderd. 

Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, the bill just 
mentioned by me is as follows: 
A bill to amend the Reconstruction Finance Corporation act by 

providing for loans to cities, counties, and States secured by 
tax fieri facias, tax executions, and other tax liens, and for 
other purposes 
Be it enacted, etc., That section 201, subsection (a), as amended 

by the act of July 21, 1932, be further amended by adding a new 
paragraph to be known as paragraph (6) and to read as follows: 

"(6) To any city, county, or State, or any agency or corporation 
authorized to act and acting for such city, county, or State with 
authority of law under which and whereby tax fieri fadas, tax 
executions, tax liens, and/ or lands sold for taxes can be pledged, 
hypothecated, transferred and/ or sold to the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation, by such city, county, State agency, or cor
poration: Provided, That the Reconstruction Finance Corporation 
as a part and parcel of any such loan transaction shall require 
the city, county, State agency, or corporation to grant to the 
taxpayers owing said taxes or whose land has been sold for taxes, 
such extensions, arrangement for monthly, quarterly, or yearly 
payments, and other leniencies of collection as may be reasonable, 
Just, equitable, and possible as the result of and because of the 
loan." 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, this is 
the bill mentioned by me earlier in my remarks, and which 
I sincerely trust may be enacted into law at the earliest 
possible moment. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle
man from South Carolina [Mr. FuLMER]. 

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, to-day I am introducing 
a resolution which authorizes the distribution of 500,000 
bales of cotton owned by the Government through the 

American Nationa:i Red Cross and other organizations for 
the relief of the distress of the needy millions of American 
citizens. 

I am doing this for various reasons, which I expect to set 
forth; and I ask unanimous consent that I may extend my 
remarks in the RECORD so that Members may realize the 
merits of the resolution and necessity of its passage during 
this session of Congress. I ask unanimous consent to extend 
my remarks in the RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, in June, 1932, I introduced 

in the first session of the Seventy -second Congress House 
Joint Resolution No. 418, which passed both Houses of 
Congress and was signed by the President, authorizing the 
distribution of 40,000,000 bushels of wheat and 500,000 bales 
of cotton through the American National Red Cross. My 
resolution of June, 1932, called for 1,000,000 bales of cotton, 
but the Agricultural Committee of the House saw fit to 
reduce the same to 500,000 bales. 

Many members of the House committee, even from the 
South, absolutely refused to go along with me on this reso
lution when first introduced, but later voted for the same, 
and to-day it is generally understood not only by these 
Members but Members who voted against the passage of the 
resolution, as well as the people at large, that this resolu
tion, as a relief measure, came more nearly hitting the spot 
-than any relief bill passed during the last session of 
Congress. 

My friends, I have every reason to believe that we have 
millions of American citizens in this, the richest Nation in 
the world, actually suffering and filling untimely graves 
because of the actual need of food, clothing, and bedding. 
This is my first and major reason for introducing this 
resolution. 

In the second place, we still have under the control of the 
Federal Farm Board this amount of cotton, worth to-day 
about 6 cents per pound, which storage and interest is eating 
up the value thereof. 

In the next place, I realize that perhaps this will cover 
the actual number of bales of cotton under the control of 
the Federal Government, but we have a sufficient surplus of 
cotton in addition to this in the hands of the cooperatives, 
cotton mills, farmers, and speculators to supply the demand 
for actual cotton for the next two years without producing 
a single additional bale of cotton next year. 

It was stated at the time of the passage of my resolution 
during the last session of Congress that its passage would 
interfere with the sale of cotton goods by merchants to the 
consuming public, and no doubt you will hear this argument 
again. This may be true in the distribution of flour, because 
if bread is not distributed by the Government to the starv
ing, hungry millions, the Red Cross and other organizations, 
as well as individuals, will purchase bread and food and give 
to these hungry people, but in the case of clothing people do 
not have to have clothing to live. The time was when men 
and women lived in caves and dirt huts, covering their bodies 
with the furs of wild animals. In other words, while the 
unemployed and needy have no money with which to buy, 
the various organizations will buy and furnish food, but 
because of the serious economic condition of 95 per cent of 
the American people these organizations are unable to 
secure funds from the people even to buy the food, let alone 
clothing and bedding. 

In the past years, in the midst of normal prosperity men 
and women gave of their means, and were able and did dis
tribute old clothing; but this is not true now. What I am 
trying to get over to you, my friends, is if we do not do the 
needful at this time in the way of distributing this cloth 
and clothing these millions will have to shiver from the wet 
and the cold for many months because they have not the 
wherewith to buy. If this is true, surely the di5tribution of 
this much-needed clothing and bedding, as will be shown 
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by a statement issued by Judge Payne, chairman of the 
American Red Cross, which I expect to include in my re
marks, will not interfere with the sale of cotton goods. 

Listen to this: 
CHAIRMAN OF THE AMERICAN NATIONAL RED CROSS, 

Washington, D. C. 
MY DEAR JUDGE PAYNE: Elloree Unit, Orangeburg County (S. C.) 

Chapter, American Red Cross, finds itself in a most deplorable con
dition. The area covers about 12 miles and is composed of an 
agricultural people. They are in the most serious condition owing 
to the very short crop and prices so low as to be insufficient to 
enable them to buy food and clothing. Five hundred families, 
averaging six to the family, filed applications for cloth. Since 
the close of the time limit an additional hundred families or 
more (six to the family) have applied for cloth. We have in
vestigated all of our requests and believe the statements concern
ing conditions are true. Our allotment of cloth was about 2,400 
yards--for this amount we are truly grateful-but we feel helpless 
1n this our extremity. Our allotment of overall jackets is only 
six. I beg you in all sincerity to hear our plea and grant us more 
of the Government supplies. 

If children are not clothed they can not attend school, and as 
a result of the lack of proper food and clothing tuberculosis will 
be scattered over the land. 

Please let us hear from you, as we can not meet conditions 
here and must have help. 

This comes from just one 12-mile section which at one 
time was a most prosperous section of my own county and 
State. 

I want to call your attention to this in connection with 
this letter to Judge Payne, that this request comes from the 
wide open fields of the South where we have sunshine and 
mild winters. What about the snow-covered and ice-bound 
States in the North, and the large industrial centers of the 
United States? 

I am quoting now from a letter just received from Hon. 
John Barton Payne, chairman of the National Red Cross, 
which should prove interesting, especially to those of you 
who are blessed with plenty of this world's goods and who do 
not know just what is being done by the Red Cross, and the 
great distressing need for additional cloth, clothing, and 
bedding: 

We have just been discussing quite an interesting question
whether under the joint resolution we may supply bed clothing. 
There is a very strong demand for bed clothing, especially in the 
colder sections of the country; not so much demand from tbe 
South. Bed clothing is not specifically mentioned in the joint 
resolution, and I have been in such doubt about it that we have 
so far refrained from complying with the requests. 

We have actually either distributed or made contracts for the 
purchase, which are now being filled, as follows: 
Cloth which has gone largely to chapters to be 

made up by volunteers (yards)----------------- 48, 760, 048% 
Finished garments (doze{l.S) ---------------------- 1, 113, 794 
The estimated value of th~ cloth and garments ____ $6,646,087.36 

In addition to this commitments have been made, or are now 
under consideration, committing the remainder of the 500,000 
bales. The purchase and distribution of this may require as 
much as two months. 

We have had to be a little careful toward the end for fear we 
may commit more than we actually possess. This depends some
what upon the fiuctuation of the price. I have instructed our 
officers dealing with the subject of the cotton to proceed on the 
basis of 5 cents, so that we may hope to be reasonably within the 
limit. Our hope is that it will be at least that price or a little 
more, so that we may get out in the clear. If it should drop 
below 5 cents we beg of you to give us a little more cotton with 
which to pay out. 

Tile cotton has rendered a great service; the wheat also. We 
have disposed of 6,279,814 barrels of fiour and 223,902 tons of food 
for livestock as of November 29. We have employed 788 fiour mills 
and have committed some 55,000,000 bushels of wheat. We hope 
the 30,000,000 remaining bushels will carry us through the winter. 

I especially call your attention to the following statement 
contained in Judge Payne's letter: 

The demand increases rather than diminishes, and we could 
certainly use quite a good deal more. 

My friends, what are you going to do about it? Let 
American citizens suffer for clothing and bedding, while the 
Government is holding cotton that is being consumed daily 
on account of the storage and interest charges-in the 
meantime causing thousands of cotton farmers to be added 
to the unemployment list on account of depressed prices, 
brought about by the holding of this surplus cotton? 

I quote further from Judge Payne's letter~ 
Commitments have been made or are now under consideration 

[December 5] committing the remainder of the 500,000 bales. 

What is 1,000,000 bales of cotton, when you think about 
furnishing just common, plain work clothes and bedding to 
15,000,000 unemployed people and their children, who have 
been actually buying from hand to mouth for the past 
several years? 

Some of us speak of this depression as having existed for 
two years. This depression has been with millions of people 
for the past 10 years, and during that period well-to-do 
farmers, wage earners, and even business people have abso
lutely been brought to actual want. 

My friends, if you are interested in humanity, American 
citizens who are naked and hungry by no fault of their 
own, and the proper functioiung of the American National 
Red Cross, in the way of saving the lives of these American 
citizens, let us get behind this resolution and bring about 
its speedy passage. 

Mr. MART:W of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. MousER]. 

Mr. MOUSER. Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, on 
last Monday afternoon, after the announcement in the 
newspapers as to what we were going to do, uttered by 
the distinguished Speaker of this House in reference to 
adopting the repeal plank of the Democratic platform in an 
unusual and unprecedented endeavor to enforce upon this 
Congress, without opportunity for debate, I am glad to 
say that the proposal of the distinguished Speaker, which 
was presented by the distinguished majority leader, pro
posing a naked repeal of the eighteenth amendment with
out any substitute, which would mean the inevitable return 
of the open saloon, was defeated. 

I read in the newspapers following the defeat of the un
precedented resolution that 71 of us, known as lame ducks, 
did not vote to carry out the will of the American people. 

It is very strange to me that the Hearst newspapers, con
trolled by William Randolph Hearst, which supported so 
zealously the candidacy of the distinguished Speaker for 
President of the United States, and it was Hearst who, 
during the Democratic convention, formed a deal with 
William G. McAdoo whereby the delegations of the States 
of Texas and California were switched to make the nomina
tion of Roosevelt possible, should not also say that 69 lame 
ducks voted for the naked repeal amendment as proposed 
by our Speaker, the next Vice President. 

Oh, they can argue to us that under the old State rights 
doctrine that the repeal of the eighteenth amendment, with
out any substitute in its place, will not result in bringing 
back the saloon. 

Let us see about that. Most Members of Congress know 
how the people lived in the days before prohibition under the 
conditions of the open saloon. Members of this body have 
some sympathy and understanding with their people and 
the way they live or they would not have been elected by 
popular majorities. Anyone with horse sense knows that 
the only reason bootleggers do not sell liquor openly is be
cause they are afraid they will get caught. Take away the 
enforcement and the bootleggers will spring up like mush
rooms, and you must regulate them by licensing them to 
curb their activities, and that means the saloon. 

I want to say that the people in my section of the country 
are not in favor of the open saloon. They are not in favor 
of the old saloon where a man with his weekly pay went into 
a saloon with the expectation of taking a drink, and then, 
after taking one drink, pays for another for the other fel
low, and pretty soon his weekly pay is dissipated, causing 
suffering and neglect to his wife and his children. 

Mr. SCHAFER rose. 
Mr. MOUSER. I can not be interrupted now. And if 

they did not spend all their money, they were rolled by 
some crook for the rest of it. There was gambling in con
nection with saloons, and usually lewd women. That was 
the open saloon. I am not a fanatic on the liquor question. 
I do not believe a fanatic converts anybody. My definition 
of a fanatic is a person who has a single-track mind. who 



144 _CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE DECEMBER 7 
can not listen to argument, and therefore influences no one 
in reference to the particular position he may espouse. 

Let us see what has happened since this election. Much 
to my great surprise, I saw distinguished men of the grea.t 
Democratic Party come down into the well of the House and 
say to us, when they were urging the repeal resolution as 
proposed by the distinguished Speaker through the distin
guished majority leader, that the last election was not 
decided upon economic questions; that it was decided upon 
the fact that the people wanted booze. The debates here, 
the arguments made and the statements made, are a matter 
of record, if a Member of this body cares to put into the 
RECORD what he has said upon the floor. Such statements 
live after Members of this body are lame ducks. It is not so 
long since I sat back there as a new Member, without much 
to say but with both ears open. I heard distinguished 
spokesmen of the Democratic Party tell me that we were 
going to be defeated, as we were-and they were good 
prophets--because of the economic conditions. First we 
hear after the victory that Mayor Cermak, of Chicago, ad
vises the boys to turn on the beer, if the newspaper dis
patches are to be believed. I thought he was elected because 
of too many AI Capones. I read in the paper also that the 
mayor of New Orleans said," Boys, the people have spoken; 
you can tum on the beer." 

I read further in the newspapers that the Governor of 
California says that he is going to grant amnesty to a thou
sand or more liquor prisoners who are in the workhouses 
and other penal institutions for misdemeanors in that great 
State. If this crowd in California do not sell liquor, they 
will sell dope. Such a crowd does not want to work at 
honest toil. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MOUSER. Not now; but I shall yield later. I have 

spoken about the gentleman's city and its mayor, and I 
shall be glad to yield to the gentleman later. I hope the 
statement was not quoted accurately in respect to the Gov
ernor of California. Has the time come, because of the 
state of the public mind, because of men's being out of work, 
that we are going to turn America over to the underworld, 
to the gangster? What happens to your argument that you 
:Want the eighteenth amendrilent modified or repealed in 
order to do away with the gangster, the racketeer, and the 
bootlegger? Then I read further that certain so-called 
statesmen in our neighboring country to the north, in 
Canada, have said that they are going to disregard the 
treaty whereby they forbid their distillers from transporting 
liquor across the border. What is the purpose of that? 
They think that beer is coming before Christmas. The news
papers have so indicated to the people, some of whom 
are very thirsty. They can almost see the suds and smell 
the odor and taste the beer. That means that if we give 
them beer the hard-liquor drinker who wants liquor is going 
to buy Canadian liquor, and hundreds of millions of dollars 
of the people's money of this country will go to Canada. 

I ask you men who are sincere on both sides of this 
House, who are thinking about the time when men will go 
back to work and suffering and privation will end in this 
fair land of ours, whether or not you think that the spend
ing of hundreds of millions of dollars in Canada for hard 
liquor pending the time of the people's voting upon the repeal 
amendment, is going to bring prosperity back to America? 
The answer is no, and no thinking person, unless he is let
ting his appetite control his brain or thinking about being 
elected in a wet district, regardless of consequences to the 
country, can fail to know that that is not going to assist in 
the return of normal economic conditions in this country. 

My friends, 15 States have nullified their e'nforcement 
laws. There is no danger now of being caught in bootleg
ging activities by the State enforcement officers. You do 
not have to sneak in the back door; you just walk in. They 
have their bars set up, and you buy liquor unlicensed, and 
you who are decrying the bootlegger and the racketeer and 
the corruption that was brought about as you say by the 
writing of the eighteenth amendment into the Constitution, 
what do you say now, pending the submission and the action 

on the part of three-fourths of the States, as to what shall 
occur in America as to respect for law and order? I say 
to you, my friends, that this contempt for law is a most' 
dangerous tendency that is facing us to-day. Then we are 
going to solve the question. of balancing the Budget, we are 
going to get money into the Treasury by taxing beer 3 cents 
a pint, as proposed by a certain distinguished gentleman of 
this body. There are 24 pints in a case. Three times 24, 
according to my arithmetic, makes 72 cents tax on a case of 
beer. 

In Ohio the fellow who swings a pick and uses a shovel 
to make his daily bread, if he is lucky enough to have a job, 
is making the great sum of from $1.25 to $1.50 a day. If 
he works on the highway eight hours a day, he gets 40 
cents an hour or $3.20 for his labor. Most laboring men 
have gotten the habit by exercising a God-given right that 
has been theirs, no matter how humble their means, of 
having a family and enjoying the home life and the asso
. ciation of the wife and children before the fireside. The 
last census showed the average American family to consist 
of between four to five people. 

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MOUSER. In a moment. Is that going to give the 
poor man beer? How in the world is a man making $1.25 
or $1.50 or even $3.20 a day, with a wife and four or five 
kids to support, going to be able to pay 72 cents' tax on a 
case of beer? 

I say to the distinguished gentleman from New York, who 
is sincere in what he advocates, that he is misled, because 
they will keep on making their home brew, and it will just 
be like the extra cent on postage and the check tax. The 
people will not pay such nuisance taxes, and the anticipated 
revenue will evaporate. 

Mr. O'CONNOR. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MOUSER. I yield. 
Mr. O'CONNOR. The tax would amount to 54 cents a 

case, because those are 12-ounce bottles. 
Mr. MOUSER. Yes; and I am coming to the 2.75 per 

cent by weight in just a moment. 
Mr. O'CONNOR. I mean it would not be 72 cents. 
Mr. MOUSER. I am glad to be corrected by the gentle

man from New York as to the 12-ounce bottles. I hope 
there is no sleeper in that. How is a man who is mak
ing $1.25 or $1.50 a day, I ask the distinguished gentle
man from New York, going to pay to his Government a 54-
cent tax on a case of beer? If beer is inevitable, I want 
the poor man to enjoy it as well as the rich. 

Mr. O'CONNOR. He does not drink a case a day, I hope. 
Mr. MOUSER. Well, if he drinks 'a case a week or a case 

in two weeks, he can not afford the tax without neglecting 
his family. 

Mr. BLANTON. I will answer the gentleman from New 
York, if my colleague will yield. 

Mr. MOUSER. I yield to tl).e gentleman from Texas. 
Mr. BLANTON. If he is a beer drinker he will pay the 

tax and he will pay for the beer and his wife and children 
will go without bread. 

Mr. MOUSER. It is more important, in my humble judg
ment, that the woman who washes and irons and who takes 
care of the children shall be properly clothed and the little 
ones brought into this world shall be properly fed than to 
have all the booze in the world. [Applause.] 

Mr. SCHAFER. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MOUSER. I yield. 
Mr. SCHAFER. The gentleman should not be unduly 

worried because some of the Members condemn the lame
duck Republicans for voting against the resolution offered 
by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. RAINEY], because the 
Republican platform reserved to the individual Members the 
right to determine whether they should vote wet or dry, and 
if there is any condemnation, by the press or otherwise, for 
the failure of the repeal amendment to have passed this 
House, the condemnation lies fairly and squarely in the 
Democratic ranks, because the Democratic platform pledged 
its Members of Congress to vote for the repeal of the eight-
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eenth amendment, and many times the additional votes 
necessary to have passed that resolution were cast against 
it on the Democratic side. 

Mr. MOUSER. I think the Democratic Party made a 
mistake in the liquor plan contained in its platform. I do 
not think there is any question that if a naked repeal reso
lution is submitted to the people to be ratified by delegates 
elected to a convention-which action is pledged by the 
Democratic platform-and economic questions are left out of 
the decision of the voters, and that if such a proposition 
goes to the people on the question of the saloon, you will 
ever get three-quarters of the States to ratify it, and the 
Democratic Party is simply kidding the people who want 
something to drink. 

Mr. BLANTON. You will not find rubber stamps among 
the Democrats. 

Mr. MOUSER. I have nothing but kindly regard for my 
Democratic colleagues, with whom I have served, but I 
agree with the distinguished gentleman, William C. Fitts, 
f1·om Birmingham, Ala., who took his place upon the floor of 
the recent Democratic National Convention when the repeal 
plank was before the convention and not only pleaded but 
warned his party to then see the error of its way before 
it was too late. He was a great orator and a man of good 
common sense. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, there is a sleeper in this beer proposal. 
It is to be 2.75 per cent beer by weight, but it actually is 
3.46 beer by volume. That is practically the old beer. I 
do not profess to be a great constitutional lawyer nor even 
a middle-class one, but I think there are some good common
sense notions that might be injected into an argument about 
the constitutionality of an act, and I would like any con
stitutional lawyer to say, if 3.46 per cent beer by volume is 
passed by this Congress or the next one, changing the 
Volstead law as proposed, the Supreme Court of the 
United States, even though they be amenable to changing 
conditions and changing methods of living and try to adjust 
their decisions to the times, would say that it was not the 
intention of the people to drive out intoxicating beer the 
same as liquor when the eighteenth amendment was 
adopted. 

I understand that courts take judicial notice of the fact 
that hard liquor is intoxicating. You do not have to prove 
it; but there is not anyone here who remembers the old days 
of the saloon, or who was in college when the saloons were 
here, who does not remember that the college boy, at least, 
in trying to drink a glass of beer in every saloon in a couple 
of blocks, was drunk at the end of his trip. There is not 
any question about it. Now, should we kid the American 
people? If it be true that during the last election there was 
no economic question in the election, and the overwhelming 
vote given the Democrats was based solely upon the question 
that the people wanted the eighteenth amendment repealed 
and wanted beer, then should not we lame ducks, if we are 
not fanatics, try to vote for something that will carry out the 
will of the people rather than to be kidding them? I re
member one distinguished Senator from Ohio was elected 
upon a beer platform, and I mean no reflection. He is a 
great statesman. He wanted a change and the people elected 
him on it. After his election there were statements fu the 
press that the breweries were going to open, and the people, 
in their imagination, almost smelled the odor of beer, and as 
they carried their imagination on they could almost taste it, 
but all the people got in two years was near beer, and not 
the 3.46 per cent beer by volume or the preprohibition beer 
as they expected. 

There is only one way to proceed, and that is to proceed 
in a manner that is sincere by incorporating in the proposed 
amendment an absolute guarantee against the saloon, if you 
want an amendment that will be ratified by three-quarters 
of the States, because on the question of naked repeal, even 
though the last generation of young folks who were boys 
and girls when liquor went out, know nothing about it and 
do not appreciate the evils of the old saloon the old folks 
do know, and some of them will tell the youngsters how ·to 
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vote. I say to you that in the Middle Western States or 
the far Western States, and in the State of California and 
other wine-producing States unl~ss you put wine in the bill, 
and even in the South, the people will never vote for naked 
repeal and the saloon. It is very strange that the Demo
cratic platform only refers to beer. I wonder why that 
platform did not contain something with reference to wine? 

Why should not the grape growers of California have 
wine at the same time the others have beer, if it is con
stitutional? I hope to see the Ways and Means Committee
for at least I think they are smart-put in a wine provision 
the same as beer when the beer proposal reaches the floor, 
so that we can have an out-and-out vote upon it. 

It has already been announced in the papers, if he is 
quoted correctly by Mr. Hearst, that the distinguished 
Speaker of this House predicts we will pass a beer bill. He 
was erroneous in his conclusion about the naked repeal. It 
may be that he will get a majority here to vote for beer 
if California and other wine-producing States can be pacified 
by including a provision as to wine. But he should not in
timate to the people that they are going to get beer before 
Christmas, because it can not be unless it is bootlegged or 
home brewed. 

Mr. SCHAFER. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MOUSER. I yield. 
Mr. SCHAFER. Why does he not insure additional votes 

on his beer bill by including whisky, and thus get the votes 
of Pennsylvania? 

Mr. MOUSER. I am not going to vote for the beer bill for 
the reasons outlined in this address. 

Mr. SCHAFER. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MOUSER. I yield. 
Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. McAdoo, the former Secretary of the 

Treasury, who led the forces of prohibition fanaticism to the 
destruction of the Madison Square Garden convention, I 
notice has now reached the conclusion that he was wrong 
in that and that wine of 12 or 14 per cent under the eight
eenth amendment is all right. 

Mr. MOUSER. The distinguished gentleman knows more 
about the inside workings of the Democratic Party at the 
convention of 1924 than I do. I do not know what the re
verberations were that actuated them in taking so many 
ballots. In my judgment, it is probable that there were two 
distinguished Democrats running who had the convention 
firmly divided and, therefore, it took a long time to end the 
battle. That is beside the question. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, another argument that dry people 
should take into consideration is that if the law as it is is to 
be nullified, if bootleggers are going to run rampant, and 
racketeering is to go on more than ever before, if all law 
enforcement is taken away, as the distinguished mayor of 
Chicago says it will be, then the quicker a reasonable propo
sition is submitted to the people the better. In desperation 
it is suggested that appropriations be tak~n away from the 
enforcement of the dry law pending repeal. How can any 
sincere wet who argues that the reason he wants a change is 
because he wants to do away with the bootlegger, the 
racketeer, and the gangster, and the corrupt judges argue 
that we should nullify the constitutional provision which is 
not self-executory, the eighteenth amendment, by taking 
away appropriations for enforcement pending the seven 
years, or whatever time it takes, while naked repeal is being 
submitted to constitutional conventions? Are you going to 
turn America over more than ever, if their argument is cor
rect, to that kind of corruption, graft, and bootlegging and 
racketeering? Why, a lot of crying occurs about the poor 
slain gangsters! I do not believe in the taking of human 
life, but I know those folks who kill among themselves for 
the sake of a dollar, a dirty dollar, will have to answer to 
their Almighty hereafter. As long as they keep their killing 
among themselves I am not crying about them. Maybe we 
will not have to deport so many of them; mayhap it will 
be an object lesson to us, and we will not let so many of 
them in. If strict immigration laws will not keep them out, 
then let us patrol the borders so that they can not get in 



146 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE DECEMBER 7 
by airplane, bootlegging, or other methods. We do not hear 
anything about that practice. But, Mr. Chairman, the 
quicker America selects the people who are to become its 
citizens from amongst those who will adapt themselves 
to our way of living, the better off we are going to be in this 
fair land of ours. 

Now, you say what should be submitted? I for one be
lieve that prohibition has helped the rural communities in 
America. I do not see drunks staggering down the streets 
in the villages of this country. Why, not so long ago in my 
district a couple of young boys about 18 or 19 got drunk. 
The youngsters in the neighborhood followed them as they 
were staggering down the street. They went in and asked 
their mother what was the matter with them. The mother 
did not tell them the cause of their peculiar actions. Pretty 
soon all of the youngsters in the neighborhood had gathered, 
and they· followed them down the streets like the circus 
coming to town. The kids in the neighborhood gathered to 
see the strange apparition of those faulty-gaited boys as if 
the first airplane had come to town. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. MOUSER. Mr. Chairman, I ask for 10 additional 

minutes. 
Mr. MAR'I'IN of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

the gentleman 10 additional minutes. 
Mr. MOUSER. Finally, some one in that neighborhood 

went to the place where they had gone to sleep it off, and 
they were taken to jail. Then you tell me that in rural 
America it is not better without the saloon. Well, you just 
wait until these rural Americans vote upon a naked repeal 
proposition and you will find out whether they think it is 
better than the saloon. If you nullify enforcement, if you 
who in your hearts want the saloon, but will not admit it 
publicly-if you want the swinging doors and the brass rail 
and the back bar and the system of treating, you had better 
submit something, forgetting selfish interests that want the 
saloon, that may have some chance to be ratified by the 
people in their thinking moments, when they are listening to 
debate upon that one question, with respect to whether or 
not a particular man shall be elected to a constitutional con
vention who is for that or against it. 

I leave these suggestions with you as simply a humble 
Member of this House, but I have rubbed elbows all my life 
with men. I have been in the humble homes of the country. 
I have seen the drunk. I have seen the woman bending over 
the washtub in order that her little ones might be shod and 
clad and have a loaf of bread. I want to say to you that it 
is against human nature to ever permit that kind of thing, 
because it is the misled women now who are talking about 
being in favor of naked repeal and in favor of the saloon, 
and they will certainly have their mother instincts again 
aroused when they see the terrible catastrophe of the saloon 
days in an automobile age. They will be reconverted and 
there will be no poor women among the women who call 
themselves the crusaders. I do not believe there are any 
of them in it now. These other women have always had all 
the wine and liquor they want, and all the jewels. Why do 
they not let the poor women have peace and happiness in 
their homes and around their firesides, as they have the right 
to expect under God-given laws, as well as man-made laws. 
[Applause.] 

I thank you for your attention. 
Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I move that the com

mittee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having 

resumed the chair, Mr. HANCOCK of North Carolina reported 
that the committee, having had under consideration the 
President's message, had come to no resolution thereon. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
MI·. BECK. Mr. Speaker, this afternoon I had the priv

ilege of addressing the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union on the subject of the powers of Con
gress in respect of conventions, if ever held, and my speech 
was a reply, or an intended reply, to the very able brief 

that has been circulated in the House by the former dis
tinguished Attorney General of the United States, Mr. A. 
Mitchell Palmer. 

I am rising to ask unanimous consent that his brief may 
be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, SO that the House 
may have both sides of a very interesting question before 
them. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob
ject, and I shall not object, but I do not want this to become 
a precedent for the inclusion in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
of briefs by private individuals or interests representing 
matters before the Congress. The reason for this is so they 
may not be sent out under the Congressional frank. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
HEARINGS ON MORATORIUM ON FOREIGN DEBTS 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Speaker, I call up a privileged 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from South Carolina of
fers a resolution, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
House Concurrent Resolution 40 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate con
curring), That in accordance with paragraph 3 of section 2 of the 
printing act, approved March 1, 1907, the Committee on Ways 
and Means of the House of Representatives be, and is hereby, 
empowered to have printed 1,000 additional copies of the 
hearings held before said committee during the Seventy-second 
Congress, first session, on House Joint Resolution 123, relating to 
moratorium on foreign debts. 

The concurrent resolution was agreed to. 
TERMS OF PRESIDENT, VICE PRESIDENT, AND MEMBERS OF 

CONGRESS 
The SPEAKER laid before the House the following com

munication: 
STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA, 

ExECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Charleston, December 6, 1932. 

MY DEAR SIR: Carrying out the direction of our State legisla
ture, there is sent you herewith an authentic copy of House Joint 
Resolution No. 2, adopted by the Legislature of West Virginia in 
extraordinary session on the 30th day of July, 1932, attested by 
the clerk of the State senate and by the clerk of the house of 
delegates, ratifying the lame duck amendment to the Federal 
Constitution. 

Very truly yours, 
WM. G. CoNLEY, Governor. 

To the Ron. JoHN N. GARNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. BLANTON. Is it the understanding of the Speaker 

that a proposed constitutional amendment can be ratified at 
anything but a regular session of a State legislature? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not think that is a par
liamentary inquiry. 

That is ~ constitutional question, perhaps, for the Secre
tary of State. This is only a matter that is sent to the 
House for its information. 

Mr. BLANTON. I would like for my question to go into 
the RECORD merely to call the attention of the Secretary of 
State to the fact that this ratification was passed at a 
special session. 

The SPEAKER. We may hope that the Secretary of 
State reads the REcORD now and then. 

ADDRESS OF HON. HATTON W. SUMNERS, OF TEXAS 
Mr. BROWNING. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con

sent to extend my remarks in the RECORD by printing the 
very able address made by Hon. HATTON W. SUMNERS, our 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee of the House, before 
the American Bar Association in Washington, D. C., on 
October 14 last. 

The SPEAKER. · Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. BROWNING. Mr. Speaker, under leave granted me 

by the House, I wish to insert the following very able ad
dress: 
ARE WE OBSERVING THE NATURAL LAws THAT GovERN GoVERNMENTs? 

This is a very pertinent, practical question to ask ourselves, 
especially in our present situation. Are we being guided by 
fundamental principles in operating our system of political and 
economic government? Are we violating the fundamental prin
ciples, the laws of nature, the laws of God, which govern 
governments? 

In any other field except that of government, in a situation 
similar to that in which we find ourselves as to government, such 
a question would not even arise. No person who did not want the 
reputation of being foolish would ask it, but the average citizen, 
the average public ofilcial, does not recognize, does not seem to 
know, that there are any natural laws which limit his discretion 
as to government, or give direction to public policy. 

I come from the country; of an educated ancestry. As a boy 
I read of many things, and as I came out into the world these 
things were interesting to me. I learned how to see with my 
eyes the functioning machinery of the world. Of all the things 
I have ever seen, this attitude of ours toward our Government is 
the most remarkable thing I have ever looked upon. 

During my contact with government, assisting in operating its 
functioning machinery, I have been especially interested, from a 
practical standpoint, in observing the working out of the natural 
laws which govern governments, the nature of government, and 
its place in the scheme of things. 

The study of the origin and development of our own system of 
government, and of the effect of various policies of government 
upon the governmental capacity of the people, and upon the 
efilciency of its functioning machinery, is, of course, especially 
interesting. 

MYTH.OLOGICAL TALES AS TO ORIGIN OF GOVERNMENT 
When one gets beyond the barrier created by the mythological 

tales rather generally accepted, which accredit the origin of our 
government to the will and wisdom of some human beings, fa
mous in our own history, and sees the gradual evolution of our 
Constitution under natural processes from the first century, when 
Tacitus gives us that wonderful glimpse of it, operating among 
the Anglo-Saxons four centuries before they went to England, 
the study becomes fascinating beyond measure. In order to 
understand the nature of that with regard to which we must deal, 
and how intell1gently to deal with it, we must know that while 
the fathers were great men, they were not the creators of our 
Constitution any more than they were the creators of the language 
in which its provisions are stated. Our Constitution came from 
a higher source than that. 

No human being ever wrote, in a creative sense, the constitution 
of a living government. Many peoples have borrowed our Consti
tution, the document, but they have never operated a government 
under it, because it never became their constitution. It could not 
become their constitution. It had not grown up out of their gov
ernmental concepts and governmental instincts. It was not rooted 
there. It was never more than a document. 

I would not detract one iota from the legitimate fame of the 
fathers who, within the limitations imposed _ upon human genius, 
did a great service, entitling them to everlasting gratitude; but 
we must not be confused as to what is our task and the nature 
of that task by accrediting to human genius, however great, that 
which nature has withheld from human genius, the creation of 
the constitution of a living government. 

Instead of accepting these mythological tales and becoming con
fused by them as to our duty, we do the memory of the fathers 
greater honor and make the perpetuity of their glory more secure 
by accepting the truth, the humanly possible, historically correct 
facts with regard to their deeds. This acceptance better fits us to 
understand our duty and to preserve for the fathers the grati
tude of posterity, better fits us by an intelligent emulation of 
their great example to preserve the Government. 

GOVERNMENT ORIGINATES AND DEVELOPS UNDER NATURAL LAW 

When we get ourselves clear of this confusion we can see, under 
the operation of natural law, the origin, growth, development, and 
functioning of our system through the centuries, developing 
among a people peculiarly gifted with the genius of self-govern
ment. Then we are prepared intelligently to begin to familiarize 
ourselves with the natural laws which we must respect, which 
indicate our duty, and which fix upon us our responsibility of pre
serving and transmitting with our contribution, this heritage, to 
those for whom we are guardian, the generations which are to 
follow us in use and in responsibility. 

When we look about us to-day, conscious of that responsibility, 
we can not be happy in any sense of duty well performed. With 
a rapidity unequaled in the history of governments, we are chang
ing the distinctive characteristics of our system from a representa
tive government, the thing which we inherited, to a bureaucratic 
government, in many respects, of all systems, the most extra va
g ant, most susceptible to tyranny and corruption, and the most 
de~tructive of the governmental capacity of the people. 

VIOLATING NATURAL LAW-MOVING TOWARD BUREAUCRACY 
Save one, our most basic philosophy of government finds ex

pression in the three separate, coordinate branches of government
legislative, executive, and judicial. It is the fashion of our ora
tors to have much to say about the wisdom and natural harmony 
of that arrangement, and the necessity to preserve this separa-

tion, but when we come to examine the direction in which our 
policies are moving us, we find that we are constantly consoli
dating these powers of government, and that, too, in an appointed 
personnel. They are given the power to make rules, which in so 
far as the average individual is concerned, have all the force of 
law, the power to construe these rules, and the power to enforce 
them; all the powers a king ever had. 

This is not all. With a rapidity which makes the heart sick, 
we are reducing the States from the station of sovereignty to that 
of vassalage to a great Federal bureaucracy. 

With even greater rapidity, by moving power to govern and 
necessity to govern from the smaller units of government, where 
the average private citizen has the greatest power to govern and 
necessity to govern, we are destroying the governmental capacity 
of the private citizen. We are destroying his self-reliance, his 
consciousness of responsibility, his pride of position, and making 
him a mendicant at the door of the Federal Treasury. There is 
nothing more destructive than nonuse. Nature will not waste its 
energies. Cease to use the arm, it loses the power to do. Fish in 
the Mammoth Cave have no eyes. Cease to exercise the power to 
govern, and the power to govern departs. 

NECESSITY OF STATES TO GOVERN 
The rlght of the States to govern was never important, but the 

necessity of the States to govern in those matters which fall 
within their governmental capacity is of fundamental importance. 

Go to the various Federal agencies to-day and what do you see? 
Go to the agencies of the Federal Government dispensing credit 
and gratuities; there you see the private citizen, the municipality, 
the other divisions of the States; you see the banks, the railroads, 
other corporations; and you see sovereign States arguing and 
pleading with appointed persons for the privilege {)f borrowing 
money contributed in taxes by their citizens and money raised 
by mortgaging the tax-paying resources of their citizens for years 
to come. Whether these beggars, these mendicants, these once 
sovereign States get a part of this money or not depends upon 
what these appointed persons decide to do about it. 

MAKING FUNDAMENTAL MISTAKES 
The conclusion is inescapable that in the operation of our eco

nomic and political government as a people we are making a 
terrible mess of it, a colossal failure. There is something basically 
wrong. The mistake which we are making is fundamental. We 
have plenty of material for food and clothing, plenty of factories 
to prepare the material for use, plenty of money to facilitate com
merce, plenty of agencies of transportation, natural resources of 
field and forest, the rains and the seasons in their order; nothing 
lacking in our•resources to make us a happy, prosperous people. 
We have no king to oppress. We are the victims of no conquest. 
We are the heirs to a wonderful system of government. Every pro
vision in our Constitution originated in necessity, was tested by 
experience, and thoroughly adjusted to our governmental machin
ery by those not only peculiarly gifted with the genius of self
government but most favorably circumstanced for its exercise, all 
handed over to us of this generation-nothing to do but to operate 
this machinery; and we fail. Why? 

In any other field, except that of government, in a similar situ
ation everybody in responsibility-and the American people are in 
responslb1llty-with any degree of practical common sense would 
know that something fundamental was being done in the wrong 
way; was being done in a way contrary to the law of its nature. 
It is time we cease the strut and swagger of bumptious youth and 
with candid, seeing eyes, comprehending intelligence, earnest pur
pose to know the way and resolute purpose to follow it, get 
acquainted with our job, take an inventory of our resources, and 
go to work. 

DIFFICULT OPERATING MODERN GOVERNMENT 
To operate a system of modern government, with all its com

plexities, is quite different from running a government a century 
or so ago, when the central government was concerned primarily 
and almost exclusively in conquest and in preserving its security 
and thereby the security of its citizens. Operating the complex 
economic machinery of to-day is quite different from what it used 
to be when the individual was the economic unit and the com
munity the economic organization. 

There is no use for us to get nervous about these matters or 
have the purpose to do something to somebody. Our job is to try 
to discover the truth, to do it now, when we can proceed with 
calm eyes, free opportunity, and deliberate judgment, instead of 
waiting and trying to correct things in the heat and confusion 
which passion engenders. 

Maybe things have grown too big for human capacity and too 
far from the people, both in governmental and economic organiza
tion. I know they have under governmental concentration. This 
we do know, that the plan of nature is carried out as much by the 
limitations imposed upon human capacity as by the capacity 
given to human beings. Whatever is to be done should be done 
without malice, without vengeance, with understanding and skill. 
If the delay is too long, the opportunity to act in the right way 
may be lost. 

ALL PROGRESS DEPENDENT UPON OBEDIENCE TO NATURAL LAW 

As we have gone from the log house to the skyscraper, from the 
wagon read to the road of steel, from the oxcart to the airplane, 
as we have moved into this highly developed, scientific age of 
ours, it has been by discovering the natural laws which govern in 
these various fields of endeavor and by bringing human skill into 
harmony with them. By that method we have made great prog
ress in working out formulae and in devising instrume~llties 
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such as machinery, which make it possible for human beings to 
work in harmony with those discovered laws. 

The initial step and every succeeding step in what we designate 
as the progress of this age have been achieved by familiarizing 
ourselves with natural law. and doing things according to that 
law which inheres in the nature of things, which indicates the 
plan of nature and compels its execution, that law which human 
beings may not question and may not disregard. It can not be 
that in a universe of natural law there is one hiatus, one field 
where there is no law, no law to govern the development of the 
structure and the operation of the machinery of a thing so indis
pensable as economic and political government. 

In other fields we succeed. We know positively why we succeed 
there and how we succeed. We follow the plan and obey the laws 
of nature and succeed. In the one field, that of government, we 
follow the guess of human beings and fashion fundamental policy 
of government by the urge of the economic and political expedi
ency of the moment, and fail. Can we doubt why we fall? We 
recognize no natural or divine law governing government, and 
pay the price of our impiety with wrecked fortunes, imperiled 
institutions, and starving millions in the midst of nature's most 
bountiful contribution of everything necessary to make us a. 
happy and contented people. 

By obedience to law we :fly through the air; steam turns the 
wheels of industry. Nowhere in all the fields of human endeavor 
does success crown the efforts of human beings who do not yield 
obedience to this superior law which limits human discretion and 
gives guidance to human efforts. 
EVERYWHERE EXCEPT IN GOVERNMENT, NATURAL LAWS RESPECTED-

GOVERNMENT THE ONLY POINT OF FAILURE 

Nowhere in all the field of human endeavor human responsi
bility, and human necessity, except one, is there now in this age 
any attempt among intelligent human beings to go forward ex
cept as directed and guided by natural law. Whoever would at
tempt to go forward by any other method would be classed as a 
fool. The one field which marks the exception also marks the 
failure. It is the field of political and economic government 
where, by an amusing coincidence, operate those persons whom 
we are supposed to look up to, who are supposed to be statesmen 
and great captains of industry. If one were to suggest in opposi
tion to a proposed policy of government that it would fall because 
1t would violate the natural laws which govern governments, he 
would probably be arrested for being crazy, and the average jury 
might convict him upon proof of what he had said. Yet these 
jurors would discharge any employee of theirs attempting to do 
his work contrary to natural law. 

All about us is success and progress except in this one field. 
Here we register the colossal failure of the age, and we are still 
registering it. As compared to medicine, for instance, in the sci
ence of government we are in the state of development that that 
profession was in when it bled Washington to death. We are even 
further back than that. We have recently witnessed some voodoo 
practice, medicine men running around jingling their bells in an 
effort to drive away the bad spirits of fear which were supposed 
to have bewitched the people, when our trouble was clearly funda
mental, not psychological. Then we brought out the only other 
remedy which we seem to know anything about, credit. As a 
matter of fact, we were already a Nation of credit addicts, which 
was responsible for much of our trouble. Anyway, we gave a 
double dose of this remedy. That exhausted our supply in the 
drug store, and we had to mortgage the taxpaying power of the 
people to get the amount required. 

What are we going to do when these addicts come back to have 
the prescription filled again? What are these addicts themselves 
going to do when the infiuence of this shot in the arm dies out? 
ARE WE OBSERVING THE NATURAL LAWS WHICH GOVERN GOVERNMENTS? 

A good physician under similar circumstances would look deeply 
.for the seat of the trouble. OUr economic and political govern
ment is not suffering from a skin disease. 

It was true when the Virginia constitutional convention met, 
it is true now, that "no free government, or the blessings of lib
erty, can be preserved to any people • • • but by frequent 
recurrence to fundamental principles," obedience to natural law. 

From the savage in the jungles through all the gradations to 
the highest civllization, consciously or unconsciously, it is recog
nized by every people that they live in a universe of natural laws. 
The savage does not attempt to start a fire except by the plan 
which experience has demonstrated is fixed for him in the nature 
of things. The unlettered farmer does not plant his various crops 
at the same time, or cultivate them in the same way. His wheat, 
his corn, and his cotton are different. Their respective natures 
and requirements are different, made different by natural law, 
which he recognizes and respects. To please the gods who gave 
the harvest, heathen peoples used to wave over the :flowers of the 
tame dates, :flowers cut from the wild date trees. · They had 
learned that if they did that, some force beyond themselves in
creased the harvest. They helped nature pollenize their crops, 
and received the reward which nature gives to those who wlll 
become her obedient copartners. 

It was t\J.e prayer of the pagan philosopher: 
·• Lead me, 0 Zeus, and thou 0 Destiny, 

The way thou wouldst have me to go; 
To follow I am ready. If I choose not, 
I make myself a wretch, and still must follow." 

The spirit of that prayer, how to find the way and how to walk 
in the way fixed by the infinite purpose, was in the heart of Edi-

son, of Burbank, o! Steinmetz, of Marconi, of Wright, and of all the 
rest. Laboratories and experiments have no other purpose than 
to serve as agencies of exploration and discovery of the laws of 
nature, and how to work in obedience to them. In business there 
are laws. The trained business man says to his subordinates, 
" You must not do it that way." Why? Because it would violate 
the laws of business. The would-be physician goes to school for 
years to learn the laws of nature which govern the human body, 
and remedies for human ills. His sole purpose in the practice of 
his profession is to put his skill in harmony with those laws. 
From the time the seed of the smallest plant drops into the soil 
until it reaches fruition it is governed by law. Up the scale to 
the unnumbered systems of worlds, everywhere there is law. 

In all the broad sweep touched by the observation or effort of 
men, there is but one field where there is neither theoretical nor 
practical recognition of the fact that there are natural laws which 
govern, which men must obey, laws which limit human discretio:u 
and fix human policies. That one field in all the universe of 
human thought and effort is the great field of human govern
ment. There is the point of confusion. There is the point of 
failure. I use the word "government" in the broad sense, cover
ing political and economic government. 

All we can learn, as we look upon the moving panorama of the 
created universe, as we look about us at the man-operated ma
chinery of modern life, as we consult the judgment of common 
sense, as we review the lessons of history recording the result of 
experience in the realms of government, warns us against our atti
tude-this folly, this species of national impiety. 

Heathen philosophers, teachers of the statesmen of their age, 
observing the uniformity of effects resulting from given policies 
of government, arrived at the conclusion that this or that policy 
was pleasing or displeasing to the gods. Not so far wrong, the 
conclusion of these ancient thinkers who went out into the silent 
places to think. 

During the period known to us as that of the Revolution and 
of constitutional construction. and for some years afterward, great 
principles guided. Great men deliberately and consciously sub
mitted to such guidance in the shaping of the public policy of this 
people. That is why we know them as great men. That is why 
they were great. May I observe in passing, however, ours was not 
a revolution in the sense of the French or the Russian Revolution. 
Ours was a territorial secession and a resort to arms as a necessary 
expedient to preserve for ourselves and for posterity an established 
constitution, which we claimed, as justification for our acts, was 
being violated by King George and his Parliament. We were 
merely going forward in the same direction along the same road 
upon which our ancestors had traveled, and who erected as monu
ments marking their progress the Magna Charta, petition of right, 
bill of rights, and the acts of settlement. 

Of course, human beings are not great except as compared with 
other human beings. It is only when they become obedient instru
mentalities of nature and thereby become associated with nature 
in the doing of great things that they become known as great. 
Nobody who jumps from one time-serving expedient to another, 
trying to escape political calamities which lurk between elections, 
however efficient his press agent, will ever confuse the historian 
as to his proper place. 

REGARD FOR FUNDAMENTAL PRINCIPLES ESSENTIAL 

From the Virginia convention we get this declaration: "That no 
free government or the blessings of liberty can be preserved to any 
people but by a firm adherence to justice, moderation, temperance, 
frugality, and virtue," and this the last: "And by frequent re
currence to fundamental principles." 

It was said in those days: " There IS a God who presides over 
the destiny of nations." If one were to reiterate that declaration 
now it would be assumed that he was trying to be oratorical, 
instead of stating a literal fact, one which by great practical 
statesmen in ever great age has been recognized as a fact. It 
was universally so during the formative days of our written con
stitutions, the years during which great statesmen guided the new 
government. 

In the constitutional conventions they talked much about the 
plan of nature, and the laws of nature operating in the field of 
government. They knew that governments are not accidents. 
They knew that they are provided for in the big economy; that 
they originate, develop, and operate under natural law. 

The present is almost the only period in many centuries ln 
which no substantial evidence exists of any knowledge of that 
fact. It is not to be found in the conversation of the people, in 
the words of the public official, or refiected in the practical opera
tion of government. That is a most remarkable thing in view of 
the long accepted fact, in view of the often demonstrated fact, in 
view of the fact that the utilization of government by human 
beings has been made certain by the fixing in human nature and 
in the difficulties of social life the absolute necessity to have 
government. It· is even the more remarkable that this attitude 
as to government should occur in this, the most highly developed 
scientific age in all history, when busy millions everywhere are 
seeking diligently to acquire a more exact knowledge of natural 
law and how the more obediently to it they may do their work. 

My apology for appearing to argue this point is that I have 
searched in vain among the people and sought in vain to find em
bodied in our programs of government, recognition of the exist
ence of basic natural law which must be first consulted. 

NO RESULT WITHOUT A CAUSE-LAW EVERYWHERE 

When I was a young boy on my father's farm in Tennessee, I 
read in one of his books one day, " There is no result without a 
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corresponding antecedent adequate cause." I was tremendously 
impressed by that statement, and went out on the farm to in
vestigate. It checked up all right. I accepted it as a fact, the 
most important thing I ever learned. 

My mother told me about the omnipotence of God, everywhere 
and doing everything at the same time by a fixed plan which 
some people called the laws of nature. I went out into the fields 
to see about that also. Around each little plant down in the 
soil, everywhere outside and inside, there was something whi~h 
was taking just the right things from the soil, the wate_r, the arr, 
and the sunshine, and building each little plant accordmg to the 
law of its nature, even to the blooms of the great poplar ~ee 
where the hawks had their nests. I could see, that from _the tu:t;le 
each seed dropped into the soil until its life course culmmated m 
fruition, it was governed by law. When I looked up at night I 
saw each night that the few stars I knew w~re where I expected 
to find them. I knew I was living in a umverse of law. Solll;e 
things we planted early and some late. It was the law of their 
nature, and all the farmers in our neighborhood respecte~ th~t 
law. The first time I loaded a wagon with hay the top of 1t slid 
off. The next time I did it the right way. I kept a broad base 
and tramped it well in the middle. I had learn~d that the law 
of gravity is mighty busy on a Tennessee hillside. When my 
brother came back from medical school I found he had b~en de
voting his time to learning the laws of nature governmg the 
human body, and the remedies for human ills.. . . 

As I broadened my contact with life, I retamed my mterest m 
observing the motives and methods, the restraints,. the rewards 
and punishments which keep things moving in fauly unifor_m 
directions. My most fascinating diversion has always been trail
ing results back to their respective causes. 
WE NO LONGER GUIDED BY FUNDAMENTAL PRINCIPLES, NATURAL LAW 

I used to hear speakers discuss fundamental principles in gov
ernment, and sometimes the papers had something to say about 
them. There was something said about them when I first came 
to Congress. But since the war it has been rather old fo~?Y to 
mention such things. They have not cared for it at home either. 
People have wanted to be amused, and there is nothing especially 
amusing about fundamental principles of government. 

The papers have largely abandoned that field also. They have 
had to give the people something sensational. The people were 
not interested in the story that a dog had bitten a man, but it 
has been worth the price of a paper to read about a man biting 
a dog. So people who have wanted publicity drifted toward dog 
biting; the less conventional the place the larg~r the headlines 
and the nearer the front page. The papers, wantmg to sell what 
they printed, have drifted toward chasers of dog biters. 

There is no mystery about why we are in the condition ili which 
we find ourselves. We have come to it as straight as a crow could 
fly. The great pity is that so many people are havin_g ~o sutf~r 
out of proportion to what they have done toward brmgmg this 
condition about. 

At the very time when our political and economic difficulties, 
our governmental difficulties, challenge us to the highest degree 
of civic and governmental efficiency, we are drifting to lower levels. 
There is no mystery about our condition. There is no result 
without a cause. 

WE HAVE JAZZED OFF INTO THE JUNGLES 

When some one learned how to press a button and get light 
instead of having to skin a yearling and get some tallow for 
candles, and others learned how to do similar things, we became 
afflicted with a serious malady, and it was not inferiority complex. 

Everything was out of date. The masterpieces of music, which 
had thrilled and elevated the souls of people through the years, 
were cast into the discard and we brought forth our contribu
tion, My Moon Eyed Baby in Watermelon Time. A similar 
thing happened to our literature, to our philosophy, and in no 
small degree to education and to religion. Everybody got young. 
Grandma whacked off a foot or two of her skirt and grabbed a 
horn; grandpa straightened up his old back and hobbled into the 
procession. Ma and pa cut a few fancy capers and joined with 
brother and sister up in front. Everybody had a horn. We 
could not be bothered; all in a hurry to go somewhere, to leave 
there to go somewhere else. Whatever needed attention would 
be all right just around the corner; on with the jazz. 

We have jazzed off into the jungles. We have lost our way. 
We are looking for a boulevard to go out on. There is no boule
vard leading out from where we are. We are going to have to 
cut down the trees and go out over the stumps. 

The declaration from the Virginia Convention that there can 
be no liberty except by frequent recurrence to fundamental prin
ciples is the most important declaration which has come to us 
from what is known as the period of constitutional construction. 

We would not be warned by the admonitions of the fathers. 
We would not be taught by the experience of others. We have 
been conte~ptuous of the lessons of history. We fashioned our 
policies in defiance of natural law. We pay the penalty. We 
would be attentive only to the lash, and we are getting the las11. 
It was the last resort. 

Fundamentally, that is the explanation for our difficulties. 
Whether it result from a law fashioned into the nature of things 
in the beginning, or from a special interposition of Providence, 
as some believe, may constitute a basis for speculation and for 
dispute; but history leaves no basis for intelligent difference of 
opinion as to the fact that no people who give direction to . their 
governmental policy or to their civilization in confiict with that 

fixed by the infinite plan were ever able to escape punishment. 
There is nothing remarkable about that. Try cultivating a crop; 
try building a railroad; try curing sick people--try doing any
thing contrary to the plan of nature and disaster is inevitable. 

We may not like that arrangement, but there is nothing we 
can do about it. We may not like the law of gravitation, but if 
we step off the roof of a house we are likely to get smashed. 

THIS IS INTENSELY PRACTICAL MATTER 

This is not only a practical subject I am discussing, but it is 
one urgently demanding immediate consideration. We can not 
longer postpone the task, however difficult it may be, of bringing 
the policies of our Government into accord with the natural laws 
which govern free government. 

Popular government is pyramidal in fashion. By nature it 
functions from the bottom upward. We can neither stand it on 
the point of the pyramid, nor compel it to function from the top 
downward. By the nature of popular government, after the 
formative period, all true progress must be in that direction which 
sends the power to govern and the necessity to govern closer and 
cl-oser to the people. It is the development of the people and 
not of government with which nature is concerned. The only 
way we can preserve and develop the capacity to govern is by 
governing. The only way we can preserve a responsible people, 
the thing indispensably necessary in a popular government, is to 
keep them in responsibility. 

Only by increasing the governmental responsibility of the 
smaller units of government composing the States, and of the 
States as such, which, functioning largely through a locally elect ed 
personnel, are peculiarly adapted to the utilization of Anglo-Saxon 
institutions-the Federal organization is not--is it possible to 
increase the power and sense of responsibility and governmental 
capacity of the private citizen, the only source of power and 
strength and protection possible under our system of government. 

I am not discussing this subject academically. It l1as passed 
beyond the stage of academic interest. It is the great~st problem 
of urgent practical concern which confronts the Amencan people. 
The self-reliance of the individual citizen is being destroyed. 
The self-reliance of the counties and cities and States is being 
destroyed. They are being relieved of the necessity to govern. 
That is the most deadly thing that could occur. 

DESTROYING THE FOUNDATION 

A similar thing seems to be happening in the economic field. 
The independent man of the soil, the small business man, the 
small banks, the little community owned factories, making up the 
relatively economically independent communities, responsib~e for 
local economic strength and local government, each a citadel 
manned by its own self-respecting citizens, this yeomanry of 
business and of industry, conscious of personal interest, conscious 
of personal responsibility, all together making the only natural 
dependable line of defense possible in a republic, behind which 
line of defense private property and the institutions of free 
government can find security; these are fading from the picture. 
Nothing is being supplied to take thei.r place. What will happen 
when the next radical reaction attempts to overrun the country? 
Do men fight for a boarding house as they fight for their homes? 
This government is not resident in Washington. Neither is the 
sow·ce of its economic strength to be found in great cities. 

Look over the land and see the widespread devastation which 
our incompetency has wrought there. These things to which I 
have referred are taking place at the foundation of our govern
mental and economic structure. Paralyze the power of this yeo
manry, economic or political, and that paralysis will extend 
throughout the whole economic and political structure. That is 
exactly what is happening; not a panic, not a depression, not the 
result of some great calamity or assault upon government but 
paralysis, creeping up from the bottom, from the root of the tree, 
blighting and withering to the topmost branches. 

Every reservoir of credit in this country has been exhausted, 
we are told, except the Federal Treasury. As a matter of _fact, that 
is exhausted. We are now mortgaging the future tax-paymg power 
of the people, while those· who heretofore have come to the Treas
ury only to make their contribution are coming now with empty 
vessels to be filled. We can not maintain this Federal Government 
resting upon a structure of decaying States. We can not maintain 
our great economic organizations of _the cities resting upo~ an 
economic foundation such as the condition of the people provides. 
Better the tree grow not so rapidly or so great than to draw the 
vitality from the root necessary to develop a root structure capable 
of sustaining the tree when the drought comes. 

FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY BEYOND HUMAN CAPACITY 

One of the important results of this attempt to operate our 
governmental system from the top downward, this violation of 
the natural law governing governments, is that the Federal organi
zation to which general governmental responsibilities are being 
shifted from the States, and which in addition is becoming the 
fiscal agent of almost everything and everybody, has reached a total 
of governmental responsibility utterly beyond human capacity to 
discharge through any machinery possible of popular control or of 
any other sort of reasonable supervision. 

There is in progress in this country, apparently without attract
ing popular notice or concern, as interesting a development as has 
occurred anywhere in more than a thousand years. Two close 
together paralleling lines of movement; one the governmental 
organization moving toward a great Federal bureaucracy and the 
other the economic organization moving toward economic feudal
ism with certain definite socialistic tendencies. 
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There are less than 600 elected persons connected with the 

entire Federal Government. When they are all functioning they 
are up here in one spot on the Eastern border. Behind us lies all 
the territory to the Pacific Ocean, and from the Lakes to the 
Gulf. To the south are the Virgin Islands, lower down, Puerto 
Rico, further still, the Panama Canal Zone. In the middle of the 
Pacific, are the Hawallan Islands, and on the other side of the 
earth, the Ph111ppines, all over the earth, the Diplomatic and 
Consular Service and international problems. 

There were over 13,000 bills introduced last session in the 
House. If a Member were to do nothing else he would scarcely 
have time to read them. Besides the enormous volume of corre
spondence, his committee and general legislative duties, etc., 
the Member of Congress must act as a sort of liaison officer 
between his constituents and the ever-increasing departmental 
and bureaucratic power. In an attempt to take care of 
the volume of work pressing upon the Congress, the committees 
of Congress, whose normal business is to prepare legislative mat
ters for an easier comprehension by the body of the membership, 
have become in fact little houses of Congress. I checked up on a 
naval bill one session, calling for an expenditure of $360,000,000. 
The bill was referred to a subcommittee of five of the Appropria
tions Committee, which later reported to the full committee. The 
tun committee gave two hours to the consideration of the bill and 
reported to the House. The House passed the bill with less than 
20 Members, I am sure, possessed of the detailed information neces
sary to an advised, independent judgment. There was nobdy to 
blame for that. It could not be done otherwise. 

Even with this dangerous, inefficient, and nonrepresentative 
arrangement, which sacrifices efficiency, all of the volume of legis
lative duties can not be attended to by the Congress. As a result, 
bureaus are created to take care of the overload. To these bureaus 
the power is given to make rules and regulations which have for 
the average citizen the force of law; to construe these rules; and 
to enforce them. That in effect is more than a mere shift of legis
lative duties from where they belong to the executive branch of 
the Government. It is a consolidation of all the powers of gov
ernment in one branch. 

OVER 725,000 PERSONS IN EXECUTIVE BRANCH 

When we look to the executive branch of the Government we 
discover several important things. One is where some of the tax 
money goes. That branch has a personnel of over 725,000 people. 
That does not include soldiers and sailors. Of this over 725,000 
persons on the Federal pay roll, only one, the President, is elected 
by the people. This is perhaps the most significant fact to be 
considered in determining the wisdom of the attempt to shift the 
general governmental powers and duties from the States to the 
Federal Government and have the system operate from the top 
downward. 

It is a good 1llustration of the conflict between the facts and 
the perfectly ridiculous twaddle which makes up the average 
Fourth of July address. Instead of warning the people of their 
danger, and rallying them to their duty, making them to know 
that strength and security are measured by the governmental 
capacity and virtue of the people, they try to create the impres
sion that the fathers of their own wills and brains created for us 
a self-perpetuating, fool-proof system of government. Instead of 
telling the people the truth, that the State governmental organi
zation alone is adapted to the functioning of Anglo-Saxon institu
tions, all interest, hope, and dependence are centered upon the 
Federal organization. 

On such occasions the people are told of the wonderful plan of 
our representative government, where free citizens carry forward 
the business of government through chosen agents, and here we 
have in the executive branch of the Federal Government nearly 
three-quarters of a million persons only one of whom is chosen 
by the people. The others they do not choose, they can not direct, 
and they can not discharge. The people do not govern them; 
they govern the people. The President does not know these more 
than 725,000 people, who they are, where they are, or what they 
are doing with governmental powers delegated to them. 

Aside from the destructive effect upon the governmental capacity 
of the citizens and upon the States, by relieving them of the gov
ernmental responsibility and power which it is necessary for them 
to exercise in order to retain their governmental vigor and acquire 
greater capacity for the bigger problems of to-morrow; and despite 
all the arrangements which have been made, sacrificing efficiency, 
trying to take care of the governmental overload concentrated at 
Washington; the total of matters which have been shifted from 
the States, plus the natural increase in Federal business, plus that 
which is being done by the Federal Government which no agency 
of government should do, makes it impossible, with tolerable effi
ciency for the Federal officials, to attend to the purely Federal 
business which no other agency of government can attend to. 

PAYING THE PENALTY FOR VIOLATED NATURAL LAW 

I recall that just before the b111 was passed in 1925 reducing the 
obligatory jurisdiction of the Supreme Court, one of the Justices 
told me that the greatest danger involved in their overloaded 
condition was that the Justices might become indifferent in the 
presence of an impossible task. That is exactly what is happening 
in the legislative branch of the Government, facing a volume of 
duties utterly beyond human capacity. 

Just as the physician, just as the farmer, just as the .scientist, 
not knowing the way to go, seeks as his compass the guidance of 
fundamental principles, becomes obedient to the laws of nature, so 
in working out of our economic and governmental difficulties we 

must return to fundamental principles, to obedience to the laws of 
nature, the laws of God which govern governments. 

We have got to pay the price, we are paying the price for our 
violation of these laws, but we can get back on the right road. It 
is not to be deplored that the task is difficult. We have been 
growing pretty soft. Difficulties, as much as we dislike them, are 
necessary sometimes. Difficulties constitute the major part of the 
gymnastic paraphernalia provided by nature for the development 
of people. The great epochs of the world are those times when, 
with resolute purpose, human beings have moved forward in vic
torious struggle against great difficulties. Had there been no 
battles there would have been no victories. Had there been no 
difficulties human progress would not have been possible. It is 
the plan of nature. No great character ever came from under the 
tropical sun, where one can climb a tree for his breakfast and 
pull off a few leaves on the way down to make himself a full dress 
suit. 

No generation can choose its task. All the generations which 
have gone before have fashioned ours. 

OUR DIFFICULTIES CHALLENGE ALL THE PEOPLE 

Our difficulties challenge us to produce the highest type of 
citizenship and the wisest statesmanship, economic and political, 
the world has ever known. It is not a situation which can be 
straightened out by a few wise men. It requires the united effort 
and challenges the genius of the whole American citizenship. 

We can not longer ignore that challenge. There should have 
been progress in the science of government, and in the govern
mental capacity of the people, paralleling the industrial and scien
tific progress, but instead of that, governmentally, we have been 
moving in the opposite direction. We have gone so far that we 
have not only abandoned the guidance of fundamental principles 
but in the operation of our complex governmental organization 
and in the thinking of the people we do not recognize the exist
ence of any plan or force in nature which shapes the general 
outlines of successful governmental policy. 

Go to the White House. Come up to Capitol Hill when Congress 
is in session. Talk to the people. You can not discover it. 

Practically speaking, it is not now even recognized by us as a 
people that there is a natural line of cleavage between the gov
ernmental duties of the States and those of the Federal organi
zation. 

Clearly necessity, inescapable, urgent necessity, points to this as 
the next field in which human genius must display its greatest 
capacity or all else which human genius has attained to w111 exist 
only to mock a people who, taught by experience of the uni
versality of God's dominating law, and rewarded for its obedience 
with the golden age of science, yet in the operation of their 
political and economic government disobey that law and pay with 
disaster the price of their disobedience. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
do now adjourn. 

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman permit a question? Is 
there anything definite on the program for to-morrow? 

The SPEAKER. General debate, the Chair understands. 
Mr. SNELL. We are to continue with general debate? 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 

BYRNS] made the statement the other day, which I think 
was confirmed by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. RAINEY l, 
that it was the purpose to have general debate to-day and 
to-morrow in the hope that there would be less general de
bate on the appropriation bill and, in fact, that general 
debate might be confined to the bill itself. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o'clock and 
47 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, 
Thursday, December 8, 1932, at 12 o'clock noon. 

COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
Tentative list of committee hearings scheduled for Thurs .. 

day, December 8, 1932, as reported to the floor leader: 
WAYS AND MEANS 

00 a. m.) 
Continue hearings on beer bill. 

RIVERS AND HARBORS 

<10.30 a. m.) 
Hearings on various subjects. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications 

were taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows: 
745. A letter from the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs, 

transmitting annual report for the fiscal year e11;ded June 30, 
1932 <H. Doc. No. 415); to the Committee on World War 
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Veterans' Legislation and ordered to be printed, with illus
trations. 

746. A letter from the Director of the United Stat-es Ship
ping Board, transmitting Bureau of Research reports as 
follows: No. 157, Water-borne Passenger Traffic of the United 
States, Fiscal Year 1932; No. 300, American Merchant Vessels 
as of September 30, 1932; and No. 317, United States Water
borne Intercoastal Traffic, Fiscal Year 1932; to the ·com
mittee on Merchant Marine, Radio, and Fisheries. 

747. A letter from the Secretary of the Navy, transmitting 
draft of a proposed joint resolution authorizing the Secretary 
of the Navy to sell obsolete and surplus clothing at nominal 
prices for distribution to the needy; to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. 

74.8. A letter from the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs, 
transmitting a report of the transportation issued to veterans 
who were temporarily resident in the District of Columbia in 
connection with the consideration being given by the Con
gress to the demand for the full cash payment on adjusted
service certificates (H. Doc. No. 488); to the Committee on 
Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

749. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting the 
annual reports of the War Department for the fiscal year 
ended June 30, 1932; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

750. A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmit
ting annual report on the state of the finances for the fiscal 
year ended June 30, 1932; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means and ordered to be printed, with illustrations. 

751. A letter from the Postmaster General, transmitting 
the cost ascertainment report for the fiscal year 1932; to the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

752. A letter from the Postmaster General, transmitting 
a report of all cases where special contracts were made with 
the railroad companies for the transportation of the mails, 
and the terms and reasons therefor; to the Committee on 
the Post Office and Post Roads. 

753. A letter from the Attorney General, transmitting a 
list of suits arising under the act of March 9, 1920 (41 Stat. 
525). authorizing suits against the United States in admi
ralty involving merchant vessels, in which final decrees were 
entered against the United States, exclusive of cases on 
appeal; to the Committee on Claims. 

754. A letter from the Attorney General, transmitting a 
list of suits arising under the public vessel act of March 3, 
1925 (45 Stat. 1112), in which final decrees were entered, 
exclusive of cases on appeal; to the Committee on Claims. 

755. A letter from the acting chairman of the Federal 
Farm Board, transmitting the third annual report of the 
Federal Farm Board covering its operations during the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1932 (H. Doc. No. 422) ; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture and ordered to be printed. 

756. A letter from the acting chairman of the Federal 
Farm Board, transmitting a special report of the Federal 
Farm Board on recommendations for legislation (H. Doc. No. 
489); to the Committee on Agriculture and ordered to be 
printed. 

757. A letter from the Attorney General, transmitting the 
annual report of the Department of Justice for the fiscal 
year ended June 30, 1932 <H. Doc. No. 412) ; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary and ordered to be printed. 

758. A letter from the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, 
transmitting a report of vessels and vehicles forfeited to the 
United States for violation of various laws (H. Doc. No. 490); 
to the Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Depart
ments and ordered to be printed, with illustrations. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 
Mr. KELLER: Committee on the Library. House Joint 

Resolution 131. A joint resolution to make available to Con
gress the services and data of the Interstate Legislative Ref
erence Bureau; without amendment <Rept. No. 1784). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. STEVENSON: Committee on Printing. House Con
current Resolution 40. A concurrent resolution to provide 
for the printing of additional copies of the hearings held 
before the Committee on Ways and Means of the House of 
Representatives on House Joint Resolution 123, relating to 
moratorium on foreign debts <Rept. No. 1785). Ordered to 
be printed. 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE 
Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on Invalid 

Pensions was discharged from the consideration of the bill 
<H. R. 13119) granting a pension to Agnes B. Flynn, and 
the same was referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. CLANCY: A bill <H. R. 13356) to authorize com

pensation for naval reservists physically injured in line of 
duty; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. McSWAIN: A bill (H. R. 13357) to amend the act 
entitled "An act to amend an act entitled 'An act to pro
hibit the unauthorized wearing, manufacture, or sale of 
medals and badges awarded by the War Department, ap
proved February 24, 1923,' approved April 21, 1928," so as 
to include the Navy; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. VINSON of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 13358) to amend 
in certain particulars section 21 of an act entitled "An act 
to provide for the creation, organization, administration, and 
maintenance of a Naval Reserve and a Marine Corps Re
serve,'' approved February 28, 1925, effective July 1, 1925; to 
the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, a bill <H. R. 13359) to amend section 18 of the act 
of February 28, 1925, entitled "An act to provide for the 
creation, organization, administration, and maintenance of 
a Naval Reserve and a Marine Corps Reserve" in order to 
provide for age in grade retirement for officers in the Naval 
Reserve; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. GRANFIELD: A bill (H. R. 13360) providing that 
100 per cent of the annual gross receipts, including money
order fees, be credited for the annual classification of post 
offices; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. WELCH: A bill (H. R. 13361) to provide revenue 
by increasing taxes on certain nonintoxicating liquors and 
to remove the limitation contained in the prohibition laws 
upon the manufacture, transportation, and sale of such 
liquors in certain cases; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. GLOVER: A bill <H. R. 13362) to amend section 71 
of the Judicial Code as amended; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. LEAVITT: A bill (H. R. 13363) for the appoint
ment of an additional circuit judge for the ninth judicial 
circuit; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. COLLINS: A bill (H. R. 13364) reducing the rate 
of postage on mail matter of the first class; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. McSWAIN: A bill <H. R. 13365) to amend sec
tion 2 of the act entitled "An act to give war-time rank to 
retired officers and former officers of the Army, NavY, Marine 
Corps, and/or Coast Guard of the United States," approved 
June 21, 1930, so as to prohibit persons who have been sub
sequently separated from the service under other than honor
able conditions from bearing the official title and upon occa
sions of ceremony wearing the uniform of the highest grade 
held by them during their war service; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

By Mr. VINSON of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 13366) to 
provide for the retirement of certain commissioned officers 
of any of the staff corps of the Navy who have failed to 
qualify for advancement to the rank of lieutenant com
mander; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13367) to confer the degree of bachelor 
of science upon graduates of the Naval Academy; to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. 
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By Mr. MEAD: A bill (H. R. 13368) to amend the national 

prohibition act so as to provide for increasing the permis
sible alcoholic content of beer, ale, or porter to 3 per cent 
by weight; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts: A bill (H. R. 13369) to 
classify in the civil serv\ce employees in post offices of the 
third class; to the Committee on the Civil Service. 

By Mr. GRANFIELD: A bill (H. R. 13370) providing for a 
regular and fixed annual salary for substitute employees in 
the United States Postal Service; to the Committee on the 
~vil Service. 

By Mrs. KAHN: A bill <H. R. 13371) to provide additional 
revenue by increasing taxes on certain nonintoxicating 
liquors and to remove such liquors from the operation of the 
prohibition laws in certain cases; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. GASQUE: A bill (H. R. 13372) to extend the times 
for commencing and completing the construction of a bridge 
across the Pee Dee River and a bridge across the Waccamaw 
River, both at or near Georgetown, S.C.; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 13373) to 
restore the 2-cent rate of postage on first-class mail matter; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13374) to repeal the tax on bank checks, 
drafts, and orders for the payment of money; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WILLIAMSON: A bill (H. R. 13375) to provide 
temporary aid to agriculture for the relief of the existing 
national economic emergency; to the Committee on Agri
culture. 

By Mr. BROWNING: A bill (H. R. 13376) to create a 
Federal farm loan corporation; to the Committee on Bank
ing and Currency. 

By Mr. SMITH of Idaho: A bill (H. R. 13377) providing 
for the suspension of annual assessment work on mining 
claims held by location in the United States and Alaska; to 
the Committee on Mines and Mining. 

By Mrs. NORTON (by request) : A bill (H. R. 13378) to 
amend section<.; 416 and 417 of the Revised Statutes, relating 
to the District of Columbia; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

By Mr. DICKINSON: A bill (H. R. 13379) authorizing and 
directing the Secretary of the Interior to enroll on the tribal 
rolls of the Choctaw and Chickasaw Nations all Choctaw and 
Chickasaw claimants whose names appear in the citizenship 
cases hereinafter mentioned and who were duly and legally 
enrolled by the Federal court, and the heirs now living of all 
~uch claimants, born prior to the closing of said tribal rolls 
by an act of Congress; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. LAGUARDIA: Resolution <H. Res. 311) for the 
consideration of H. R. 11685, a bill authorizing the Secretary 
of War to lease or to sell certain lands and buildings known 
as Fort Schuyler, N. Y., to the city of New York; to the Com
mittee on Rules. 

By Mr. SHANNON: Resolution <H. Res. 312) extending 
the time within which report shall be made by special com
mittee appointed pursuant to House Resolution 235; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. RAINEY: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 492) to pro
vide for furnishing the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for the 
current session to certain Members elect of the Seventy
third Congress; to the Committee on Printing. 

By Mrs. ROGERS: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 493), to au
thorize the Commissioner of Education to make a study of 
the Florence Barnard plan of time and money management, 
and to make the results of such study available to the schools 
and the people of the United States; to the Committee on 
Education. 

By Mr. FULMER: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 494) au
thorizing the distribution of one-half million bales of Gov
ernment-owned cotton to the American National Red Cross 
and other organizations for relief of distress; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. MEAD: Joint resolution <H. J. Res. 495) for the 
relief of certain persons retil'ed on July 10, 1932, pursuant 
to Executive Order No. 5874; to the Committee on the Civil 
Service. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. ARNOLD: A bill (H. R. 13380) granting an in

crease of pension to Jane Martin; to the Committee on In
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. BIDDLE: A bill (H. R. 13381) granting a pension 
to Mary Wentle; to the Committee on Invalid PensiQns. 

By Mr. BOEHNE: A bill (H. R. 13382) granting an in
crease of pension to Minnie Wheeler; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13383) granting an increase of pension 
to Wilhelmina Tonnemacher; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13384) granting an increase of pension 
to Martha Brown; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13385) granting an increase of pension 
to Mary Buchanan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13386) granting an incl'ease of pension 
to Kate Harris; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13387) granting an increase of pension 
to Maria Heilman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CABLE: A bill (H. R. 13388) granting an increase 
of pension to Josephine Morris; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13389.) granting a pension to Alon~o 
Edward Davis; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. CARDEN: A bill <H. R. 13390) granting a pension 
to Bartholomew C. Leonardi; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 13391) 
granting an increase of pension to Anna Steele; to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13392) for the relief of Sylvester T. 
Moriarty; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13393) granting a pension to Julia C. 
Johnson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H. R. 13394) granting an increase of pension 
to Susan A. Richardson; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. COLE of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 13395) granting an 
increase of pension to Mary E. Hodgden; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CRAIL: A bill (H. R. 13396) for the relief of 
Earl M. Peters; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13397) granting a pension to Ella 
Schaeffer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13398) granting a pension to Catherine 
Banks; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13399) for the relief of Charles Wallace 
Wentworth; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13400) for the relief of Gilbert E. 
Burt; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, a bill <H. R. 13401) granting a pension to Anthony 
Briggs; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13402) granting a pension to Mrs. 
David Haugh; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13403) granting a pension to Jesse L. 
Hindman; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H. R. 13404) granting a pension to Arthur 
Mosel; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13405) for the relief of Victor Arthur 
Livingston; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13406) granting a pension to Nancy A. 
Keiser; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Alsot a bill (H. R. 13407) granting a pension to Matilda 
Keeney; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DICKINSON: A bill (H. R. 13408) granting a pen
sion to Pleasy J. Graham; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13409) granting an increase of pension 
to Nancy A. Rickett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 



1932 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 153 
By Mr. GIFFORD: A bill (H. R. 13410) for the relief of 

Nathan A. Buck; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. GOLDER: A bill <H. R. 13411) for the relief of 

Richard M. Cripps; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 13412) granting a pension to Elizabeth 

M. Reilly; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill <H. R. 13413) for the relief of James Hudson 

Mitchell; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 
By Mr. HARLAN: A bill (H. R. 13414) granting an in

crease of pension to Sallie King; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13415) granting a pension to John Allen; 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. HORNOR: A bill (H. R. 13416) for the relief of 
Charles H. Frum; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill <H. R. 13417) granting a pension to Columbus 
R. Fulks; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. JENKINS: A bill <H. R. 13418) granting an in
crease of pension to Electa 1\I. Hysell; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H. R. 13419) granting an increase of pension 
to Amy F. Brown; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13420) granting a pension to Dora 
Zeigler; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LANHAM: A bill (H. R. 13421) for the relief of 
C. A. Dickson; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. McKEOWN: A bill <H. R. 13422) granting a pen
sion to Albert M. Deeter; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13423) granting a pension to Bettie 
Baker; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. McSWAIN: A bill (H. R. 13424) granting a pen
sion to Troy J. Stepp; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. MAGRADY: A bill (H. R. 13425) granting an 
increase of pension to Emma Bucher; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13426) granting an increase of pension 
to Mary A. Fields; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MEAD: A bill (H. R. 13427) granting an increase 
of pension to Ida H. Rupert; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill CH. R. 13428) for the relief of William Eaky 
Lewis; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. MILLER: A bill (H. R. 13429) for the reinstate
ment of Leonard L. Wilson in the United States Navy; to 
the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 13430) grant
ing an increase of pension to Alice M. Price; to the Com
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13431) granting an increase of pension 
to Jennie Peterson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H. R. 13432) granting an increase of pension 
to Caroline Spears; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mrs. NORTON: A bill (H. R. 13433) for the relief of 
Henry Bess; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mrs. OWEN: A bill <H. R. 13434) for the relief of 
Charles A. Wales; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. PARSONS: A bill (H. R. 13435) granting an in
crease of pension to Martha Stine; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H. R. 13436) granting a pension to Grover C. 
Etheridge; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. POLK: A bill (H. R. 13437) granting a pension to 
Samuel Evans; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H. R. 13438) granting a pension to Levi Copas; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13439) granting a pension to Flora A. 
Monroe; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. RICH: A bill <H. R. 13440) for the relief of the 
Muncy Valley Private Hospital; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. ROBINSON: A bill <H. R. 13441) granting a pen
sion to Lydia A. Havens; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. SHANNON: A bill <H. R. 13442) for the relief of 
William George O'Neal; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. SHO'IT: A bill (H. R. 13443) granting a pension 
to Tom B. Jimmerfield; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr. SHREVE: A bill (H. R. 13444) granting an in
crease of pension to Lena B. Kelley; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SMITH of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 13445) for 
the relief of William G. Hubbard II, alias Andrew Palmer; 
to the Comtnittee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. SWING: A bill (H. R. 13446) for the relief of 
Hallie Coffman; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13447) for the relief of Louis Columbus 
De Perini; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. STULL: A bill <H. R. 13448) granting an increase 
of pension to Ellen Bennett; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. WIGGLESWORTH: A bill (H. R. 13449) for the 
relief of Walter B. Smith; to the Committee on Expenditures 
in the Executive Departments. 

By Mr. WITHROW: A bill (H. R. 13450) for the relief of 
Charles A. Besch; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H. R. 13451> to amend and correct the mili
tary record of Albert Kaman; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

Also, a bill <H. R. 13452) to amend and correct the mili
tary record of Frank Schneider; to the Committee on Mili
tary Affairs. 

By Mr. WOLFENDEN: A bill (H. R. 13453) for the relief 
of Wayne Smallwood Vetterlein; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

By Mr. WOODRUFF: A bill (H. R. 13454) for the relief of 
Helen Copeland; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. BUCKBEE: Resolution (H. Res. 313) to pay Ide 
Early, son of William Early, six months' compensation and 
an additional amount not exceeding $250 to defray funeral 
expenses of the said William Early; to the Committee on 
Accounts. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were 

laid on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 
8691. By Mr. BUCKBEE: Petition of Ella L. Brumbaugh, 

of Rockford, Ill., and 53 signers, asking Congress to enact 
a law establishing a Federal motion-picture commission, 
which would regulate the industry and supervise the produc
tion, especially in interstate commerce; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

8692. By Mr. BOEHNE: Petition of members of Santa 
Claus <Ind.) Methodist Episcopal Church, protesting against 
repea~ of the eighteenth amendment; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

8693. By Mr. CAMPBELL of Iowa: Petition of the Wom
an's Home Missionary Society of Galva, Iowa, urging support 
of Senate bill 1079, and Senate Resolution 170, relative to 
the establishment of a Federal motion-picture commission, 
etc.; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

8694. Also, petition of the Woman's Home Missionary 
Society of Storm Lake, Iowa, and the Woman's Home Mis
sionary Society of Rembrandt, Iowa, urging enactment of 
necessary legislation to regulate motion pictures by a Federal 
commission; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

8695. By Mr. CANNON: Petition of Homer L. Inlow and 
other citizens of CurrYville, Mo., protesting against· the pass
age of any measures providing for the manufacture of beer, 
for the nullification of the Constitution, or against any pro
posal to repeal the eighteenth amendment; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

8696. By Mr. CHRISTOPHERSON: Petition of citizens of 
Moody County, S. Dak., urging passing of Senate Bill 1079; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

8697. By Mr. CULKIN: Petition of sundry citizens of the 
thirty-second congressional district of the State of New 
York (numbering 3,287 names), consisting of the counties 
of Oswego, Jefferson, Lewis, an(J Madison, protesting against 
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the return of beer and any legislative act that would legal- 8715. By Mr. MOORE of Kentucky: Petition of certain 
ize alcoholic liquors stronger than one-half of 1 per cent; widows and dependents of deceased veterans of the World 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. War, of Bowling Green, Ky., urging passage of act to pen-

8698. Also, petition of Rose Payne Seigle, Cornelia C. sian them; to the Committee on World War Veterans' Legis
Krumbhaar, and Josephine F. Bailey, all of Cazenovia, lation. 
Madison County, N.Y., urging the repeal of the eighteenth 8716. By Mr. NIEDRINGHAUS: Petition of Beulah M. 
amendment; to the Committee on the Judiciary. Layman and 629 citizens of Overland and St. Louis County, 

8699. By Mr. CURRY: Petition of Woman's Home Mis- Mo., protesting against the passage of any measures pro
sionary Society of Oak Park Methodist Episcopal Church, viding for the manufacture of beer, for the nullification of 
Sacramento, Calif., urging enactment of law for Federal the Constitution, or against any proposal to repeal the eight
motion-picture commission; to the Committee on Inter- eenth amendment; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
state and Foreign Commerce. 8717. Also, petition of 83 residents of St. Louis, sent in by 

8700. Also, petition of Woman's Home Missionary Society the Woman's Christian Temperance Union of St. Louis, pro
of Lodi, Calif., urging law to establish a Federal motion- testing against the passage of any measures providing for 
picture commission; to the Committee on Interstate and the manufacture of beer, for the nullification of the Con
Foreign Commerce. stitution, or against any proposal to repeal the eighteenth 

8701. Also, petition of Woman's Auxiliary, Federated amendment; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
Church, Fair Oaks, Calif., urging law to establish Federal 8718. Also, petition of Marie Glaze and 33 other citizens of 
motion-picture commission; to the Committee on Interstate St. Louis and St. Louis County, protesting against the pas
and Foreign Commerce. sage of any measure providing for the manufacture of beer, 

8702. By Mr. GRANFIELD: Petition of Clinton E. Bell for the nullification of the Constitution, or against any pro
et al. in behalf of the Springfield Constitutional Liberty posal to repeal the eighteenth amendment; to the Committee 
League, urging outright repeal of the eighteenth amend- on the Judiciary. 
ment; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 8719. By Mr . .RICH: Petitions from Calvary Baptist Church 

8703. By Mr. GLOVER: Petition of citizens of the sixth Missionary Society, Third Street Methodist Church, and 
congressional district, Lonoke County, Ark.; to the Commit- other organizations of Williamsport, Pa.; Woman's Christian 
tee on the Judiciary. Temperance Union, Woman's Home Missionary Society of 

8704. By Mr. LAMBERTSON: Petition signed by citizens the Trinity Methodist Episcopal Church, and other organi
of Hiawatha, Kans., protesting against the passage of any zations in Clinton County and the sixteenth congressional 
measure providing for the manufacture of beer, and against district, protesting against the repeal of the eighteenth 
any proposal to repeal the eighteenth amendment; to the amendment to the Constitution; to the Committee on the 
Committee on the Judiciary. Judiciary. 

8705. Also, petition of citizens of Everest, Kans., favoring 8720. Also, petitions of the Woman's Christian Temperance 
protest against the passage of any measure providing for Union of Jersey Shore, Pa., Picture Rocks, Avis, Williams
the manufacture of beer, and against any proposal to repeal port, and other organizations in the sixteenth Pennsylvania 
the eighteenth amendment; to the committee on the Ju- district, protesting against the repeal of the eighteenth 
diciary. amendment to the Constitution; to the Committee on the 

8706. Also, petition signed by the Woman's Home Mis- Judiciary. 
sionary Society of the Methodist Episcopal Church, of Blue 8721. By Mr. ROBINSON: Petition signed by Mary Grace 
Rapids, Kans., relative to the censorship and improvement Ellis, president of the Woman's Christian Temperance Union, 
of the motion-picture industry, etc.; to the Committee on and about 40 other citizens of Greene, Iowa, protesting 
Iriterstate and Foreign commerce. against any beer bill or the repeal or weakening of the 

8707. Also, petitions signed by citizens of Horton, Kans., eighteenth amendment; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
protesting against the manufacture of beer, or the nullifica- 8722. Also, petition of Emma Hughes and 34 other citizens 
tion of the constitution, or against any proposal to repeal of Shell Rock, Iowa, protesting against the repeal of the 
the eighteenth amendment; to the Committee on the Ju- eighteenth amendment; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
diciary. 8723. Also, petition of Rev. F. A. Smith, H. E. Mann, Sun-

8708. By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of the Upson Co., Lock- day school superintendent, and 48 members of the Sunday 
port, N.Y., opposing a duty on wood pulp; to the Committee school of Shell Rock, Iowa, protesting against the repeal of 
on Ways and Means. the eighteenth amendment; to the Committee on the 

Judiciary. 
8709. By Mr. LUCE: Petition of members of the Woman's 8724. Also, resolution from L. E. Mark, service officer of 

Home Missionary Society and Epworth League of the Method- the w. Paul Hyman Post, No. 188, American Legion, of Iowa 
ist Episcopal Church of Newton Upper Falls, Mass., relat- Falls, Iowa, and signed by Ralph Harmon, adjutant of the 
ing to motion-picture censorship; to the Committee on Inter- post, urging that compensation or support of the ex-service 
state and Foreign Commerce. men with~n and without hospitals shall not be taken away 

8710. Also, petition of residents of Chestnut Hill, Newton, from them; to the committee on world war veterans' 
Mass., regarding suspension of foreign debt payments due Legislation. 
December 15, and the readjustment of the debt question; 8725. By Mr. RUDD: Petition of Italian Chamber of com-
to the Committee on Ways and Means. merce in New York, favoring the repeal of the eighteenth 

8711. Also, petition of Woman's Missionary Society of amendment, and the enactment of legislation legalizing 
Newtonville, Mass., relating to motion-picture censorship; to the alcohol contents of beverages to such limit as to include 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. naturally fermented wines; to the committee on Ways and 

8712. By Mr. McCORMACK: Petition of Central Council Means. 
of Irish County Associations, Boston, Mass., Thomas F. Mur- 8726. Also, petition of the Upson Co., Lockport, N.Y., op
ray, president, Andrew J. Ryan, secretary, protesting against posing any duty on wood pulp; to the Committee on Ways 
cancellation or any further extension of the moratorium on and Means. 
foreign debts; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 8721. Also, petition of the Corn Exchange, Buffalo, N. Y., 

8713. By Mr. MEAD: Petition of Cosmopolitan Association opposing passage of the Hope bill, H. R. 12918, and the 
of Erie County, condemning practice of immigration author- Norbeck bill, s. 4985, voluntary domestic allotment plan; to 
ities of imprisoning indefinitely aliens subject to deporta- the Committee on Agriculture. 
tion; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 8728. By Mr. SHREVE: Petition of Woman's Christian 

8714. By Mr. MTI...LIGAN: Petition signed by Ellis T. John- Temperance Union of Cambridge Springs, Pa., protesting 
ston and other citizens of Cameron, Mo., protesting against I against the repeal of the eighteenth amendment or any 
the passage of any measures providing for the manufacture change in the Volstead Act; to the Committee on the 
of beer, etc.; to the Committ-ee on the Judiciary. Judiciary. 
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8729. Also, petition of the Woman's Christian Temperance 

Union of Hartstown, Pa., protesting against the repeal of 
the eighteenth amendment or any change in the Volstead 
Act; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

8730. Also, petition of the Francis Willard Woman's Chris
tian Temperance Union, of Erie, Pa., protesting against the 
repeal of the eighteenth amendment or any change in the 
Volstead Act; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

8731. Also, petition of the Woman's Christian Temperance 
Union of McKean, Pa., protesting against the repeal of the 
eighteenth amendment or any change in the Volstead Act; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

8732. Also, petition of the Woman's Christian Temperance 
Union of Millcreek, Pa., protesting against the repeal of the 
eighteenth amendment or any change in the Volstead Act; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

8733. By Mr. SMITH of Idaho: Petition of Mrs. 0. F. 
Wood and 38 others, of Wilder, Idaho, protesting against the 
repeal of the eighteenth amendment; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

8734. By Mr. STULL: Petition of Morrellville Church of 
the Brethren Sunday Sphool, of Johnstown, Pa., opposing 
repeal of the eighteenth amendment and modification of 
the Volstead Act; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

8735. Also, petition of Grace Evangelical Church Sunday 
School and Christian Endeavor Society, of Johnstown, Pa., 
opposing repeal of the eighteenth amendment and modifica
tion of the Volstead Act; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

8736. Also, petition of Bethany Presbyterian Church, of 
Johnstown, Pa., David Miller Lyle, pastor, opposing repeal 
of the eighteenth amendment and modification of the Vol
stead Act; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

8737. By Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado: Petition of the 
Woman's Home Missions Society of Grand Junction, Colo., 
favoring enactment of legislation to establish a Federal 
motion-picture commission for the purpose of regulating 
motion pictures; to the Committee on Interstate and For
eign Commerce. 

8738. Also, memorial from the officials of the city of Sa
lida, Colo., urging legislation to provide for the issuance of 
national currency to municipalities on the pledge of their 
bonds; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

8739. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Octavia I. Mills and 
other citizens of Chicago, opposing any legislation favoring 
the return of beer; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

8740. Also, petition of citizens of Missouri, protesting 
against the passage of any measure providing for the manu
facture of beer or any change in the prohibition law; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

SENATE 
THURSDAY, DECEMBER 8, 1932 

The Chaplain, Rev. Z~Barney T. Phillips, D. D., offered the 
following prayer: 

0 God, who art the author of peace and lover of concord, 
in knowledge of whom standeth our eternal life, whose serv
ice is perfect freedom, grant to us anew the consciousness 
of Thine indwelling and fill us with an intense and throbbing 
power that shall transcend our highest aspirations, a passion 
of love toward Thee that shall rend the mantle of our self
esteem. 

We stand in a day of judgment when men's hearts fail for 
fear and for looking for the things that are coming on the 
earth; do Thou the:efore gird us with the fortitude that no 
disaster can shake, the peace that is won through struggle, 
the joy that suffers, the love that abides, the panoply of 
Him who overcomes the world and in whose name we pray, 
Jesus Christ, Thy Son our Lord. Amen. 

SAM G. BRATTON, a Senator from the State of New Mexico, 
appeared in his seat to-day. 

THE JOURNAL 
The Chief Clerk proceeded to read the Journal of yester

day's proceedings, when, on request of Mr. FEss and by 

unanimous conserit, the further reading was dispensed with 
and the Journal was approved. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT-APPROVAL OF BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION 

Sundry messages in writing from the President of the 
United States were communicated to the Senate by Mr. 
Latta, one of his secretaries, who also announced that the 
President had approved and signed the following acts and 
joint resolution: 

On July 19, 1932: 
S. 811. An act for the relief of Sophia A. Beers; 
S. 2437. An act for the relief of the estate of Annie Lee 

Edgecumbe, deceased; 
S. 4522. An act to authorize the conveyance to the State 

of Tennessee of certain land deeded to the United States 
for the Great Smoky Mountains National Park and not 
needed therefor; 

S. 4574. An act to extend the provisions of the national 
bank act to the Virgin Islands of the United States, and for 
other purposes; 

S. 4712. An act authorizing the sale of certainlandsnolonger 
required for public purposes in the District of Columbia; 

S. 4747. An act to provide for the entry under bond of 
exhibits of arts, sciences, and industries, and products of 
the soil, mine, and sea; 

S. 4912. An act to protect the copyrights and patents of 
foreign exhibitors at A Century of Progress (Chicago World's 
Fair Centennial Celebration), to be held at Chicago, Ill., 
in 1933; 

S. 4976. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
highway department of the State of Tennessee to construct 
a bridge across the south fork, Forked Deer River, on the 
Milan-Brownsville Road, State Highway No. 76, near the 
Haywood-Crockett County line, Tennessee; and 

S. J. Res. 206. Joint resolution making available to the 
Banking and Currency Committee of the Senate certain in
formation in the possession of the Treasury Department and 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue. 

On July 21, 1932: 
S. 4569. An act relating to loans to veterans on their ad

justed -service certificates. 
On July 22, 1932: 
s. 4661. An act to repeal an act entitled "An act to legalize 

the incorporation of national trades-unions," approved June 
29, 1886. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Sena

tors answered to their names: 
Ashurst Costigan Kean 
Austin Couzens Kendrick 
Bailey CUtting Keyes 
Bankhead Dale King 
Barbour Davis La Follette 
Barkley Dickinson Logan 
Bingham Dill Long 
Black Fess McGill 
Blaine Fletcher McKellar 
Borah Frazier McNary 
Bratton Glass Metcalf 
Broussard Glenn Moses 
Bulkley Goldsborough Neely 
Bulow Grammer Nye 
Byrnes Hale Oddie 
Capper Harrison Patterson 
Caraway Hastings Pittman 
Carey Hatfield Reed 
Cohen Hawes Reynolds 
Connally Hayden Robinson, Ark. 
Coolidge Hull Robinson, Ind. 
Copeland Johnson Schall 

Schuyler 
Sheppard 
Ship stead 
Shortridge 
Smith 
Smoot 
Steiwer 
Swanson 
Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walcott 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Watson 
Wheeler 
White 

Mr. LA FOLLE'ITE. I wish to announce that the Sena
tor from Iowa [Mr. BROOKHART] is detained from the Sen
ate by illness. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I desire to announce that the senior 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. LEWIS] is still detained on 
account of illness. · 
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